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Page    3,  Unc   4,/or"  penned/*  reflrf'^penMed." 

9,  in  the  marginal  note,  lines  32  and  d9,/or^Bo"  read  '^  A.** 

31,  line  22,/or  "  niled/  read  "relied  on.» 

32,  line  15,/or  "  tithe,"  read  •«  title." 
46,  line  6,/or  "  17%/'  read  "  1698." 
22,  line  8,/or  "  1779,"  read  "  1778." 

306,  marginal  note,  line  9  from  the  bottom,  for  **  vicar,"  read  **  rector/* 
386,  marginal  note,  line  2  from  the  bottom,  after  "new  provisional  asdgnee, 
d<U  <'  as  a  defendant." 
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Warren  r.  Richardson. 


7.  '  Ji'/^ 


^J 


In  October,  IS25,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  in-  ina  imt  for  the"^     "^ 
to  and  signed  the  following  agreement: —  specific perfonn-/Q>^^^ 

anoe  of  an  <"- 

agreement  to      '/y^*^,,^^ 

"  Memdrandum— 3rd  Oc/o6^,  1825,  Mr.  FUffiaiw  War-  J^TourJf  wi^  ^^^- 
r«i,  of  No.  1,  Upper  Lark  Hall  Place,  in  the  parish  of  ^.Hf^  J^*,^^:     - 
Clapham,  in  the  county  oi  Surry  ^  agrees  to  let  the  house  in  tended  lessee),  '  '  ' ' 

,  .  _    ,  .,  1  »*       »■»•  »•    »        «  by  his  conduct         i" 

which  he  at  present  resides;  and  Mr.  Henry  Rtchardson,  to  have  waived  ^^ 
of  No.  31,  Chancery  Lane,  in  the  liberty  of  the  RolU,  in  to^i^^lZv'^^ 
the  county  oi  Middlesex,  agrees  to  take  the  above  house,  ^'i!:/*^'*?^  *  J^^ 

•pccISc  perwirn^s^  /'^  • -* -^ 

ance  of  tha 

agreement;  Vnd         '^'^y 

rdietTed  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  the  lease.    In  settling  the  lease,  It  became  necessary,  for 1.^ 

identifyiog    the  premises,    to  produce   before  the  Master  the  original    lease    under   which      ^ 
Xbe  plaintiir  was  entitled  to  the  property,  and  from  which  lease  it  appearad,  that  the  pro-  c^^^-^^ 
perty  in  question  was  held,  with  other  property,  at  one  entire  rent,  and  under  some  special         ^' 
coiveninta,  no  provision  with  respect  to  which  was  made  in  the  agreement  between  the  phdntlff    ^^ 
and  the  defendant.  .--rf,^- " 

On  the  hearing,  for  fhrther  directioos,  these  fiicts  being  brougiht  before  the  Court  in  the  shape    ^ 
of  ezeaptions  to  the  report,  it  was  held,  that  though  the  defendant  had,  by  his  conduct,  waived  his^/   '■'  ' \  ^ 
right  to  the  production  of  the  leesor's  title,  yet,  as,  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  it  had  become  .  V  ' 

necessary  to  produce  that  title,  and  that  production  shewed  that  a  sufficient  lease  could  not  be  made  _^^ — 
to  the  defendant  according  to  the  agreement,  the  Court  would  not  enforce  a  ipedSc  performance; 
•nd  the  bUl  wu  dismisBed»  but  without  coats. 

VOL.1.  B  ^/ifH,^    ^Zf 


S  EQUITY  CASES  IN  TUB 

I8S(K        on  the  following  terms,  viz. : — Rent,  sixty  guineas  per  an^ 
yrj^^^      f^^v^i  payable  quarterly.     Term,  twenty-one  years,  from 
V.  Michaelmas  last ;  the  time  to  be  allowed  for  till  possession 

I  ffiu\nj>boH.    jg  given.     The  stock  and  crop  of  the  garden  and  any  fixed 

a//'v<^/  '^^^**^^  improvements  to  be  left  at  the  end  of  the  term.    The  usu- 

v^;   •  •        al  covenants  to  be  inserted  in  the  lease.     The  tenant  ta 

y        ,         y^^/*>r^  P*^y  ^^^  *^^  lease  and  counterpart.    Tenant's  fixtures  to 
^    />    ^^     y-r^      be  taken  by  appraisement  in  the  usual  way.    The  winter 

'/<^f'  stock  of  vegetables  to  be  included  in  the  valuation.** 

^/.  ^  A^ny  ""/f^J/'"^    On  the  3rd  December,  following,  the  defendant  entered 
-^  ^xT   into  possession.    The  draft  of  a  lease,  according  to  the 

ft^ti^^'^'^^^'^^y^    terms  of  the  agreement,  was  sent  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
'^/'^'^^^''^  ^  tiff  to  the  defendant;  who  returned  it,  with  some  altera- 

tions, which  were  acceded  to  by  the  plaintiff;  and  the 
draft  was  afterwards  engrossed^  and  the  engrossment  ten- 
dered to  the  defendant.. 

The  defendant  having  refused  to  accept  the  lease  and 
to  execute  a  counterpart,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for  a 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  the  agreement 
and  his  entering  into  possession,  but  alleged,  that  he  was 
kiduced  to  enter  into  the  agreement  through  certain  mis- 
representations and  mis-statements  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  also  stated,  that,  shortly  after  he  had  entered 
into  possession,  he  discovered  the  misrepresentations  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  also,  that  be  had  improperly  removed 
a  number  of  fruit  trees  from  the  premises;  and  he  there- 
fore informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  not  accept  any 
lease,  or  hold  the  premises  otherwise  than  as  tenant  from 
year  to  year.  The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  resisted  the 
performance  of  the  agreement,  on  the  gpoond  of  tbe«Heged 
mtsrepresentatiens  of  the  plaintiff;  and  also,  because  the 
phuntiff  had  not  shewn  any  title  to  the  property;  and 
that  certain  nuisances  and  inconveniences  existed,  of 
which  the  defendant  was  not  aware  when  he  enteved  into 
the  agreement.. 


Warren 
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The  cause  was  heard  on  the   I9ih  Novet^ber;  \S2S,        lS3(t 
«nd  the  principal  point  discussed  was,  whether  the  defend* 
•ent,  by  taking  possession  of  the  property  after  the  drafl:  v. 

lease  had  been  penned  and  returiied  by  him^  bad  not  waived      '«» ^i^i^^o^* 
all  objections  to  the  title;  and  especially >  whether  he  had 
not  waived  his  right  to  call  for  the  title  of  the  plaintiff's 
Jessor,  it  appearing  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  only  a  lease  of  the  property, 

-  The  Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  had^  by 
his  conduct,  waived  all  objections  to  the  tv^,  decreed 
the  defendant  specifically  to  perform  the  agreement  of 
the  3rd'  October,  1825,  and  referred  it  to  the  Master  to 
settle  a  lease  of  the  house  and  premisea  according  to 
the  terms  and  conditicms  of  that  agreonent;  in  the  set* 
tling  of  which  lease,  the  Master  was  to  make  to  all  par- 
ties all  just  allowances*  and  ail  parties  were  to  produce 
befiire  and  leave  with  the  Master,  all  deeds,  books,  pa«> 
fiers,  and  writings  in  their  custody  or  power,  relating  to 
lixe  matter  in  question*  The  Master  was  to  be  at  liberty 
to  state  special  circumstances. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  18th  March,  1830, 
certified  that  a  draft  of  a  lease  had  been  laid  before 
him  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  as  a  proper  lease  between 
the  parties,  according  to  die  terms  of  the  said  agreement. 
And  that,  under  the  direction  contained  in  the  decree^ 
*'  that  if  any  special  matter  should  arise  in  setding  the 
aaid lease,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  state  the  same;"  the 
defendant  had  laid  before  him  a  statement  of  facts,  nith  a 
view  of  shewing  what  premises  were  demiaed  by,  and  the 
rent  and  covenants  contained  in  (he  leaae  under  which,  the 
phuntiff  himself  held  the  premises  in  question;  but  he  had 
raceived  the  same  only  with  a  view  of  shewing  what  pxe*- 
mises  were  intended  to  pasa  and  be  comprised  by  the  said 
agreement :  and  that,  under  the  same  direction,  an  affidavit 
<if  die  plaintiff  had  been  also  laid'  before  him,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  of  shewing  what  premises  weoa 

b2 


V  EaUlTY  CASES  IN  THE 

1890.        comprised  in  tbe  lease  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  from 

Warren       John  Lucas,  therein  named,  to  the  plaintiff.    And  he  fuF* 

^  titer  certified,  that  he  had  personally  viewed  and  ezamin-* 

KIGUARMA9. 

ed  the  premises  in  question,  and  he  had  perused  such 
lease,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  premises  were 
intended  to  pass  and  be  comprised  by  the  agreement.  And 
he  found,  from  the  said  lease,  state  of  facts,  and  affidavit, 
and  upon  such  view  and  examination  as  aforesaid,  that 
the  premises  in  question,  the  subject  of  tbe  said  agree- 
ment, consisted  of  the  particulars  mentioned  in  his  report» 
And  he  certified,  that  he  had  settled  the  said  draft  lease 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  so  laid  before  him  at 
aforesaid,  after  consideration  of  such  state  of  facts  and 
affidavit,  and  such  view  and  examination. 

To  this  report,  the  defendant  took  six  exceptions: — ^The 
first  of  them,  which  was  the  principal  exception,  and  the 
only  one  necessary  to  be  noticed,  being,  that  the  Master 
ought  to  have  certified  that  the  statement  of  facts,  mention** 
ed  in  his  report,  was  tendered  by  the  defendant,  and  that 
he  ought  to  have  received  the  same  as  evidence  to  shew  the 
particulars  of  the  premises,  rent,  covenants,  and  conditions 
contained  in  the  original  lease,  under  which  the  plaintiff 
held  the  property  in  question ;.  and  by  which  lease  and  state 
of  facts  so  laid  before  the  Master,  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  held  the  premises  in  question,  together  with  other 
premises,  under  a  lease  from  John  Lucas,  for  eighty  year?, 
from  24th  June,  1818,  subject  to  one  entire  yearly  rent* 
and  to  the  performance  of,  among  other  covenants,  several 
special  covenants  therein  contained. 

The  covenants  applied  generally  to  all  the  property,  and 
the  lease  contained  a  power  of  re-entry  by  the  landlord,  his 
heurs  and  assigns,  in  case  the  rent  should  be  in  arrear  for 
fifteen  days,  or  on  non-performance  of  any  of  the  cove« 
nants. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  on  ftirther  direc* 
tions,  and  on  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report. 
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Mr.  Koe,  and  Mr«  Russell^  in  support  of  the  excep-         ^^^' 
tions. — ^Tbe  difference  between  the  original  lease  from      wabhek 
Lucas  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  diaft  of  the  lease  from  the  «• 

plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  is  such,  that  if  the  defendant 
were  strictly  to  perform  all  the  covenants  in  his  lease, 
atill  there  might  be  a  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  ori* 
ginal  lease,  and  a  forfeiture  and  re-entry  by  Lucas.  The 
property  in  question  being  also  held  with  other  property, 
at  one  entire  rent,  and  with  a  proviso  for  re-entry  tor* 
non-payment  of  that  rent,  or  non-performance  of  the  cove- 
nants as  to  any  part  of  the  property,  it  is  dear  a  good  ti« 
lie  cannot  be  made :  this  point  was  decided  in  fiides  V. 
Hooker  (a).  The  defendant  cannot  protect  himself  from 
the  covenants  on  the  ground  of  want  of  notice,  for  he  hatf 
notice  from  the  agreement,  that  the  plaintiff  has  only  a 
leasehold  title;  and  it  has  been  decided,  that  notice  of  a 
lease  is  notice  of  all  the  jcontents  of  that  lease.  Hatty* 
Smith  (b). 

Mr.  Simpkinson^  and  Mr*  Ettison,  for  the  plaintiff,  in 
support  of  the  Master's  report. — The  defendant  has  no 
right,  after  the  decree  which  has  been  pronounced,  to  in- 
vestigate the  title.  The  defendant  waived,  not  merely  hia 
light  to  look  into  the  lessor's  title,  but  waived  his  right  to 
look  into  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  do  that  for  which  he 
has  contracted,  vise*  to  grant  him  a  lease  for  twenty-one 
years,  with  the  usual  covenanta.  He  waived  all  the  bener 
it  which  a  reference  on  the  title  would  have  given  him, 
which  would  have  been  not  only  that  the  plaintiff's  lessot 
had  a  good  title  to  the  premises,  but  that  the  plaintiff's 
derivative  title  authorized  him  to  grant  the  lease  for 
which  the  defendant  had  contracted. 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — This  is  a  suit  for  a  specific  per- 

(a)  3  Madd.  193.    Reported  on  other  points,  2  Meriv.  424, 

(6)  14  Ves.  426. 
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1830:        foftnance  of  an  agreement  by  the  plaintiff  to  make,  and 
Warreh       ^y  ^^^  defendant  to  accept,  a  lease  of  a  house  and  pre* 
»•  mises  for  twenty-one  years.    At  the  hearin|r  there  waa 

a  question,  whether  there  should  be  a  reference  to  the 
Master  on  the  plaintiff's  title.  There  had  been  some 
communications  between  them,  and  a  draft  of  a  lease  had 
been  sent  by  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend-^ 
ant,  which  he  had  examined.  It  was  a  question,  whether 
the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  execute  that  specific  lease? 
It  seems,  that  upon  the  hearing  the  Court  was  of  opin>- 
ion,  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  a  reference  of 
the  title,  having  waived  it;  and  on  the  other  hand,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  make  the  defendant  accept  the 
lease,  the  draft  of  which  had  been  prepared  and  sent  to 
him.  In  consequence  of  these  views,  the  reference  to  the 
Master  did  not  give  him  any  authority  to  look  into  the  title^ 
but  only  contained  a  direction  to  settle  and  approve  the  lease* 
'  The  Master,  with  a  view  to  settling  the  lease,  has  looked, 
to  a  certain  extent,  into  the  title.  In  every  case  of  specific 
performance  this  must  be  done.  He  must  ascertain,  who 
are  to  be  the  grantors,  and  what  premises  are  to  be  con- 
veyed. So  far  the  Master  must  necessarily  go,  and  these 
things  cannot  be  authentically  ascertained  without  some 
exambation  of  the  title.  He  has  done  so  in  this  case,  and 
the  result  has  been,  that  circumstances  are  disclosed  which. 
shew,  that  the  plaintiff  can  make  no  valid  title  to  the  lease 
which  he  has  undertaken  validly  and  effectually  to  grant. 
•  The  Master  has  approved  of  a  lease.  Exceptions  have 
been  taken  to  this  report  by  the  defendant.  I  do  not  think 
it  material  to  state  particularly  those  exceptions.  Their 
general  nature  is  to  object  to  the  Master's  report,  be« 
cause,  in  stating  the  evidence,  he  has  stated  it  only  with  a 
view  to  ascertain  the  description  of  the  premises  comprised 
in  the  agreement:  whereas,  the  defendant  contends,  he 
ought  to  have  received  the  evidence,  and  stated  its  ef« 
feet,  with  a  view  to  shew,  that  the  premises  in  question 
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were  held  by  the  plaintiff  with  other' tenemental  imder        1890^ 
<ttie  leasei  ^  that  the  defendant  woald  be  nffecCed  by     warebii 
any  breach  of  the  covenants  in  respect  of  Ae  other  te^  «• 

nements;  and,  in  consequence,  that  the  plaintiff  <ian  make 
no  title  according  to  his  agreement. 
'  This  cause  is  also  in  the  paper  for  further  directions. 
The  Tiew  which,  after  consideration,  I  have  taken  of  the 
proper  order  on  further  directions,  leads  me  to  think  it 
unnecessary  to  state  the  exceptions  witii  more  detail  than 
I  have  done.  With  whatever  view  the  fistcts  were  in* 
quired  into  and  have  been  stated  by  the  Master,  they 
shew  most  clearly,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  make  a  title  to 
the  defendant  according  to  the  contract.  That  now  au- 
thentically appears  on  the  record,  and  in  the  documents 
in  the  Master's  office.  The  affidavits,  and  the  original 
lease  under  which  the  plaintiff  holds,  establish  it.  This 
state  of  the  cause  places  the  Court  in  a  situation  of  some 
Embarrassment,  and  raises  a  question  which  is  new  to  me, 
and,  I  have  reason  to  believe,  to  some  who  have  had  the 
most  extensive  and  the  longest  experience;  and  I  have 
not  been  able  to  find  any  written  or  printed  authority  up- 
on the  subject.  This  is  a  suit  for  a  specific  performance. 
The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the  defendant  had  waived 
what  he  would  otherwise  most  clearly  have  had  a  right  to, 
an  inquiry  into  the  plaintiff's  title,  that  is,  into  his  power 
to  make  a  valid  lease,  according  to  his  agreement,  in  other 
words,  to  put  upon  the  plaintiff  the  burden  of  shewing  his 
title,  and  proving  it  to  be  a  safe  mie.  Though  the  Court 
thought  the  defendant  had  by  his  conduct  waived  that 
right,  it  has  now  come  out  collaterally,  but  I  think  clearly, 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  make  a  title  according  to  his  con- 
tract. It  would  be  a  great  hardship  upon  a  jmrty,  ta 
force  him  to  accept  a  title,  which  is  ascertained  to  be 
defective.  It  would  be  contrary  to  all  the  rules  which 
prevail  upon  the  subject  of  specific  performance.    The 
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1830.        principles  upon  which  Courts  of  Equity  have  proceeded 

Warren       ^"  ^^^  subject  of  specific  performance,  do  not  make  a- 

V'  decree  for  a  specific  performance  the  necessary  conse«. 

Richardson.  «         h      •  t*  ^« 

quence,  under  all  circumstances,  of  an  agreement.  Cir- 
cumstances of  hardship  often  prevent  k.  They  recollect 
that  the  party  is  not  without  remedy*  for,  though  he 
should  be  refused  a  specific  performance,  he  has  left  to 
him  his  action  upon  the  agreement.  What  creates  the 
difficulty  in  this  case,  is,  that  the  conduct  of  the  party  had 
barred  his  right  to  the  usual  investigation  into  the  title ; 
and  this  defect  is  a  defect  of  title.  If  the  objection  had 
been  to  the  conveyance  merely,  the  defendant  would  have 
had  the  full  benefit  of  it  without  any  doubt.  But  the  ob^ 
jection  is  of  another  description.  It  is  an  objection  to  the 
title.  It  stands  decided  upon  this  record,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  waived  his  right  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff  for 
the  production  of  his  title:  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  clear, 
that  the  plaintiff  can  make  no  good  title,  and  if  the  de- 
fendant took  it,  it  would  be  defective. 

I  have  somewhat  hesitated  as  to  the  fit  course  to  be 
pursued  under  these  circumstances.  As  I  have  stated,  I 
have  not  met  with  any  authority  exactly  in  point  to  conduct 
me.  I  think  that  the  most  just  course,  and  the  best  support- 
ed by  the  rules  prevailing  on  this  subject  of  specific  perform* 
ance,  and  which  is  sustained  by  the  greatest  variety  of  ana- 
logies, is,  in  consequence  of  its  appearing  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  make  the  defendant  a  good  title,  to  reftise  a  decree 
for  a  specific  performance.  Awaiver  of  the  defendant's  right 
to  make  the  plaintiff  produce  his  title  does  not  seem  neces- 
sarily to  import,  that  he  will  accept  the  title,  though  it  should 
manifestly  appear  to4)e  bad.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  I  ought  not  to  decree  the  execution  of  the  lease 
settled  by  the  Master,  or  any  other  lease,  but  that  the  bill 
should  be  dismissed.  In  consideration  of  the  circum- 
stances, it  ought  to  be  without  costs. 
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Robert  Ravald  and  George  Blyth,  Assignees  of  Grb-    juoy,  1 3^, 

GORY    NiCKIN    HlC&MANy    JoHN    StNDOPP^    Bttd    JoHN       ^^'^  1^*- 

Dawson,  Plaintiffs ; 
•  William  Conorevb  Russell  and  Sarah  RussblLj  De- 
fendants. 

ElIZABE  TH  HICKMAN,  the  wife  of  George  Hiei-  a.  md  A,  m.   ,  f^^< 
man,  m  March,  VlSl,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  estates  edinfeeliDright^ 
at  Mosely,  in  the  county  of  fTorcesier,  indentures  of  hdawtote/br^"^" 
lease  and  release,  dated  the  30th  and  Slst  March,  1767,  "57, execute* 

mortgige  in  leo 

were  made  between  the  said  Gregory  Hickman  and  EU--  to  a,  tai^ect  to 
zabeth  his  wife,  of  the  one  part;  and  Thomas  Moore,  of  ^^Usk^Mmd 
Thorp  Constantine,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  gentleman,  "^^/to  ihT 
of  the  other  part;  by  which,  in  consideration  of  600/.,  me  of  c. in  fee, 
Gregory  Hickman,  nnd  Elizabeth  his  wife,  granted  and  Tl^^ll' 
conveyed  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Moore,  ^^^{^^  ^'55 
his  heirs  and   assigns,  for  ever,  the  hereditaments  and  convey  the 

equity  of  re- 
premises  therein  described,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  re-  demption  to  a, 

demption  by  Gregory  Hickman,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  of  the^Mcy 
on  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  600/,  and  interest,  on  <>««onA«mort- 

*^  •'  '  gage  and  ■  for- 

the  SOth  o{  September  then  next;  and,  among  other  co-  therrami  but 

venants,  Hickman  and  wife  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine  to  u^ieiie(jr0.|tb« 

the  use  of  Moore  in  fee,  subject  to  redemption  as  afore*  nso^^'^J" 

said,  and  which  fine  was  accordingly  levied  by  Gregory  A.  herhusband, 

Hickman,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  in  Easter  term,  SOth  md  heir.   S^ 

Geo.  3rd.  '^^ 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  1st  and  {^^^»  >nd  in 

^  .  Nov.  18S9,  (be- 

2nd  of  January,  1765,  made  between  the  said  Gregory  ingtwentyyean 

Hickman  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  of  the  one  part;  and  the  ftomB/tdMib), 

said  Thomas  Moore,  of  the  other  part;  after  reciting  the  ^j^^^^^i^ 

said  indentures  of  the  SOth  and  S  1st  March,  1757,  and  a  bui  for  re- 
demption of  the 

mor^aged  pre* 
miset.    A  plea 

of  the  statute  of  limitations,  21  Joe.  1,  c.  16,  was  oterruled  without  prejudice  to  the  defendants' 

insisting  by  answer  on  the  benefit  of  the  statute. 
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IdflOw  that  the  fine  therein  mentioned  was  duly  levied,  and  that 
the  said  sum  of  6OO/.9  or  any  part  thereof,  was  not  paid  by 
the  said  Oregory  Hickman  to  the  said  Thomas  MoorCf  at 
the  day  by  the  said  proviso  limited,  but  then  remained 
due  and  owing  to  him,  with  the  sum  of  18iL  for  interest; 
^:.1^/JL  and  that  the  said   ThwiMS  Moore  had  contracted  and 

^y^J^^p^r^/'hgreed  with  the  said  Gregory  Hickman  a,nd. EUsabeih 
his  wife,  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  said  mortgaged 
premisesi  with  the  three  additional  closes  of  land  therein- 
after mentioned  to  be  situate  in  Bordlesley,  in  the  parish 
of  Askm,  near  Biirmingham^  in  the  county  of  Wanoick,  for 
1000/.,  in  which  sum  of  1200/.  the  said  sum  of  6182.  due  and 
owmg  on  the  said  mortgage  was  to  be  included  and  com- 
prised: It  was  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  and  perform- 
ance of  the  said  contract  and  agreement,  and  in  consider- 
ation of  the  said  sum  of  618/.,  part  of  the  said  1200/.  pur- 
chase-money, so  due  and  owing  to  the  said  Thomas  Moore, 
on  the  said  mortgage  or  security,  and  in  full  discharge  or 
satisfaction  for  the  same,  and  in  consideration  of  the  fur- 
ther sum  of  582/.  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  1200/.,  to  the 
said  Gregory  Hickman,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  paid  by  the 
said  Thomas  Moore,  the  said  Gregory  Hickman  and  JS/i- 
zabeth  his  wife  did  grant,  release,  and  confirm  unto  and 
to  the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Moore,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, for  ever,  all  the  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises 
mentioned  and  described  in  the  said  indentures  of  March, 
1757,  together  with  three  additional  closes  of  land  therein 
described,  and  situate  at  Bordesley,  freed  and  discharged 
from  all  power  and  equity  of  redemption.     This  convey- 
ance contained  a  covenant  to  levy  a  fine  of  the  three  addi« 
tional  doses  to  Moore  in  fee,    A  fine  was  afterwards  levied 
by  Gregory  Hickman  and  his  wife,  to  Tftomas  Moore,  of 
the  said  three  closes  of  land  at  Bordesley,  but  no  further 
or  other  fine  was  ever  levied  by  them  of  the  hereditaments 
comprised  in  the  indentures  oi  May,  VISI. 
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*  In  1772,  an  act  of  Parliament  was  passed  for  dmdihg  \B9d.' 
and  inclosing  the  commons  and  waste  UndSi  within  the 
manor  and  parish  of  King^s  Norton,  under  which  an  allot-^ 
ment  was  made  to  the  said  Thomas  Moore,  in  lieu  of  all 
rights  of  common,  in  respect  of  the  lands  and  tenemente 
comprised  in  the  indentures  of  March,  1757.  Elimabetk 
Hickman  died  some  time  before  the  year  1780,  intestsitei 
leaving  the  said  Oeorge  Hickman  her  husband,  her  suis 
riving,  and  leaving  George  Niekin  Hickman,  her  eldest 
son,  by  the  said  Chregory  Hickman,  and  her  heir^t- 
law.  • 

In  1787  a  commission  of  bankrupt  was  awarded  against 
Gregory  Niekin  Hickman,  and  his  partners  John  Sindopp 
and  John  Dawson,  under  which  they  were  found  and  de« 
clared  bankrupts;  and  assignees  of  their  estate  and  e£bcta 
were  chosen,  but  no  bargain  and  sale  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  said  George  Niekin  Hickman  was  executed. 

In  1798,  a  renewed  commission  was  awarded  against  the 
said  George  Niekin  Hickman,  John  Sindopp,  and  John 
Dawson.  And,  the  former  assignees  having  died,  the 
plaintiffs  were  in  January,  1828,  chosen  and  appointed  as* 
signees  of  the  said  bankrupts ;  and  the  personal  estate  and 
effects  of  the  bankrupts  were  assigned,  and  the  real  es- 
tates of  the  said  Gregory  Niekin  Hickman  were  bargain- 
ed  and  sold  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  heirs. 

In  1807,  the  premises  originally  mortgaged  and  the  said 
allotment  were  conveyed  by  the  descendants  of  Thomas 
Moore  to  Thomas  Russell,  and  his  heirs  in  fee.  l%omcts 
Russell,  by  his  will,  devised  the  said  allotment  to  hi* 
son,  the  defendant,  William  Congreve  Russell,  (his  heir- 
at-law),  and  Robert  Bolton  Waldron  (since  deceased), 
in  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  his  daughter  Sarah  Russellf 
to  have  and  take  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  for  her  Ufe, 
with  remainder  to  the  defendant  William  Congreve  Rus* 
sell,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 


^ 
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The  bill>  which  was  filed  by  the  assignees  of  George 
Niekm  Hickman  against  William  Cangreve  Russell  and 
Sarah  Russell,  after  stating  the  facts  above  detailed,  al- 
leged that,  on  the  death  of  Elistabeih  Hickman,  her  hus- 
band Gregory  Hickman  became  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
and  that  Thomas  Moore,  and  those  claiming  under  him  by 
yirtueof  the  indentures  of  «/aitfftiry,  1765,  became  entitled 
to  the  equity  of  redemption  for  the  life  of  Gregory  Hick* 
man,  and  that  Gregory  Niekin  Hickman,  as  the  heir-at- 
law  of  Elixabeth  Hickman,  became  entitled  to  the  equity 
of  redemption  in  reversion  or  remainder  expectant  on  the 
decease  of  Gregory  Hickman,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  as 
such  assignees  were  then  entitled  to  such  equity  of  re- 
demption. The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  said 
mortgaged  premises;  that  the  defendants  might  be  direct- 
ed to  convey  the  same  and  the  allotment ;  and  the  accounts 
usually  prayed  in  bills  for  redemption. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  pleaded  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations (a).    The  defendants  also  pleaded,  that,  from  and 


(a)  31  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  intituled , 
**  An  act  for  limitation  of  Actions, 
and  for  avoiding  of  suits  in  Law,''  by 
whidi  it  is  enacted,'^  that  ail  writs  of 
Jormtdon  in  dacender,  formahn  in 
Pt9ttainder,  and  Jbrmedon  in  revert^ 
er,  at  any  time  hereafter  to  be  sued 
or  brought,  of  or  for  any  manors, 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
whereunto  any  person  or  persons 
now  has  or  liave  any  title  or  cause 
to  have  or  pursue  any  such  writ, 
shall  be  sued  and  taken  within 
twenty  years  next  after  the  end  of 
the  now  present  session  of  Parliar 
ment;  and  after  the  said  twenty 
years  expired,  no  such  person  or 
persons,  or  any  of  their  heirs,  shall 


have  or  maintain  any  such  writ,  of 
or  for  any  of  the  said  manors,  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments;  and 
that  all  writs  offormedon  in  dttcen- 
der,  Jormedon  in  remainder,  and 
formedan  in  reverter,  of  or  for  any 
manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  other 
hereditaments  whatsoever,  at  any 
time  hereafter  to  be  sued  or  brought, 
by  occasion  or  means  of  any  title  or 
cause  hereafter  happening,  shall  be 
sued  or  taken  within  twenty  years 
next  after  the  title  or  cause  of  ac- 
tion first  descended  or  fallen,  and 
at  no  time  after  the  said  twenty 
years;  and  that  no  person  or  per- 
sons that  now  has  or  have  any 
right  or  title  of  entry  into  any  ma- 
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contanually  after  the  time  of  making  and  executing  the  in- 
dentures of  the  IstandSnd  oi  January ,  n65,ThomasMoore 
and  the  defendants,  and  the  several  other  persons  in  whom 
the  legal  estate  of  and  in  the  premises  had  heen  vested,  had 
respectively  from  time  to  time  until  the  present  time,  dur- 
ing the  respective  times  of  their  being  entitied,  respectively 
claimed  title  thereto,  and  exercised  and  done  acts  of  own- 
ership upon  or  in  respect  of  the  same  adversely  to  all  pdr* 
sons,  and  not  as  subject  to  any  equity  of  redemption  or 
claim  whatsoever:  and  the  defendants  averred  that  nei- 
ther the  said  plaintiffs,  nor  Gregory  Nickin  Hieimdn,  nor 
Gregory  Hickman  and  EUMcAeth  his  wife,  or  either  of 
them,  nor  any  person  or  persons  claiming  through  or  im- 
der  them,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  in  respect  of  the 
alleged  right  of  the  said  Gregory  Nickin  Hickman^  ever 


1850. 


noiBy  lands,  tenements,  or  heredi- 
taments, now  held  firom  him  or 
them,  shall  thereinto  enter,  hut  with- 
in twenty  years  next  after  the  end  of 
the  now  present  session  of  Parlia- 
ment, or  within  twenty  years  next 
after  any  other  title  of  entry  accru- 
ed; and  that  no  person  or  persons 
shall,  at  any  time  hereafter,  make 
any  entry  into  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  but  with* 
in  twenty  years  next  after  his  or 
their  right  or  title,  which  shall  here- 
after  first  descend  or  accrue  to  the 
same ;  and  in  default  thereof,  such 
persons  so  not  entering,  and  their 
heirst  shall  be  utterly  excluded  and 
disabled  from  such  entry  after  to 
be  made,  any  former  law  or  statute 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
And  it  is  hereby  provided  and  en- 
acted, that  if  any  person  or  persons, 
that  IS,  are,  or  shall  be  entitled  to  such 


writ  or  writs,  or  that  has  or  havQ 
or  shall  have  any  such  right  or  tiUe 
of  entry,  is,  or  are,  or  shall  be,  at  the 
time  of  the  said  right  or  title  first 
descended,  accrued,  come  to,  or 
fidlen,  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  feme  eooerUf  mm  eompoe 
mentitf  imprisoned,  or  beyond  the 
seas,  that  such  person  or  persons, 
and  his  and  their  heir  and  heirs, 
shall  or  may,  notwithstanding  the 
said  twenty  years  shall  be  expired, 
bring  his  action,  or  make  his  en- 
try as  he  may  Have  done  before 
this  act,  so  as  such  person  and  per- 
sons, or  his  or  their  heir  or  heirs, 
shall  within  ten  years  next  after  his 
and  their  fixU  age,  discoTcrture, 
coming  of  sound  mipd,  enlaige- 
ment  out  of  pTison»  or  coming  into 
this  realm,  or  death,  take  benefit  of 
and  sue  forth  the  same,  and  at  no 
time  after  the  said  ten  years.'* 
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18d0w  made  an  entry  in,  to,  or  upon  the  said  allotment^  or  made  or 
asserted  any  claim  ^atsoever  to  the  said  allotment,  or  to 
the  right  of  common  in  respect  whereof  the  same  was 
awarded,  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  or  any  equity 
of  redemption  in  respect  thereof,  at  any  time  between  the 
time  of  the  date  and  execution  of  the  indentures  of  lease 
•and  release,  of  the  1st  and  2nd  of  January 9  1766,  and  the 
•dme  of  filing  the  complainant's  bill  of  complaint,  save  and 
'except  the  entry  in  the  bill  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
the  said  complainants  upon  the  said  allotment,  since  the 
Inrgain  and  sale  to  them.  And  the  defendants  further 
pleaded,  that  if  the  said  Gregory  NicHn  Hickman^  or  the 
•complainants  as  such  assignees,  or  any  other  person  or 
persons  claiming  through  or  under  or  in  respect  of  the 
alleged  right  of  the  said  Gregory  NicUn  Hickman,  ever 
had  any  right  or  equity  of  redemption  of,  in,  or  to  the  said 
^etment,  the  same  accrued  and  afterwards  became  barred 
and  extinguished  by  lapse  of  the  time  allowed  by  law  for 
such  redemption,  before  filing  the  complainants'  bill  of  com- 
plaint, or  suing  out  or  serving  the  defendants  respective- 
ly with  process  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  said  bill,  and 
befcHre  the  time  of  such  alleged  entry.  And  the  siud  alleged 
right  or  equity  of  redemption  under  the  circumstances 
aforesaid,  and  after  the  lapse  of  time  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  by  force  of  the  act  of  Parliament  made  in  the 
eiat  year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  king  James  the  1st 
as  aforesaid,  and  by  the  rules  of  a  Court  of  equity  by  ana- 
logy to  the  said  act  of  Parliamentj  became  and  was  then 
altogether  barred  and  extinguished.  The  plea  conclud* 
ed  with  the  usual  averment, 

Mr.  Boteler,  and  Mr.  Wray,  in  support  of  the  plea. — 
This  case  must  be  considered  as  if  Moore  had  entered  in- 
to i>osse6sion  as  mortgagee  only,  under  the  mortgage  of 
1 757,  without  reference  to  the  conveyance  of  the  equity 
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of  Feclemption  by  the  deeds  of  1765.    If  so  cbnsideredi        JSao. 
then  I  by  the  rule  which  the  Court  adopts  by  analogy  to 
the  statute  of  limitations,  the  husband  would  have  had 
twenty  years  to  redeem,  the  wife,  during  the  whole  of  her 
life,  being  under  coverture,  and  her  heir  ten  years  after- 
wards.   This  case  must  be  treated  as  if  the  conTeyance  of 
1765  had  never  been  executed;  for,  if  diat  conveyance 
had  no  effect  as  against  the  wife  for  want  of  the  fine,  it 
would  be  the  same  as  if  the  mortgagee  had  entered  under 
the  mortgage.    It  may  be  said,  that  the  conveyanee  oper*- 
ated  to  pass  the  husband's  interest  in  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, and  that  therefore,  during  the  husband's  life, ' 
there  would  be  no  adverse  possession;  but  the  plaintiff^ 
ought  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  set  up  that  conveyance  fpr 
one  particular  purpose,  without  giving  entire  efiect  to  it. 
In  Corbet  v.  Barker  (a),  a  case  precisely  in  point  with  the 
present,  the  Ck>urt  held,  that  the  mortgagee  having  re- 
mained in  possession  as  complete  owner  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  tenant  by  the 
curtesy,  from  whom  he  had  obtained  a  conveyance  of  the 
^uity  of  redemption,  the  heir  of  the  wife  was  barred  of 
his  right  of  redemption  by  lapse  of  time.     It  is  certainly 
true  that  the  Court,  on  a  re^-hearing  (A),  was  of  a  di£ferent 
opinion,  and  reversed  that  decree;  but,  on  the  part  of  the 
present  defendants,  it  is  contended  that  the  first  dedsion 
was  the  most  correct.    The  wife,  and  those  claiming  under 
her,  have  no  right  to  say  that  the  conveyance  was  only  of 
an  estate  by  the  curtesy.     In  Jackson  v.  Irniea  (e).  Lord 
Redesdule,  in  referring  to  Corbet  v»  Barker ^  observes,  that 
the  report  of  that  case  is  00  very  imperfect  in  its  language 
and  statements,  that  it  is  difiicult  to  discover  what  are  the 
facts  of  the  case  and  the  point  decided  (d).    The  case  i? 

• 

(a)  1  Anst.  138.  (d)  The  case  of  Jackion  v.  Jfiii««, 

(6)  3  Anst.  755.  in  tbe  Court  below,    is  reported 

(c)  1  Bligh,  104.  16  Ves.  35.    Mr.  Rkhardi,  after- 


la 
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also  questioned  in  Reeve  v.  Hicks  {a).  In  that  case,  huB« 
band  and  wife  mortgaged  the  wife's  freehold  for  a  term  of 
yearsi  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  by  them,  or  ei* 
ther  of  themi  and  levied  a  fine  to  the  use  of  the  mortgagee 
for  the  termi  and  subject  thereto  to  the  husband  in  fee : 
the  husband  afterwards  released  his  equity  of  redemption 
to  the  mortgagee  in  fee,  who  entered  into  possession,  and 
the  husband  afterwards  died:  it  was  held,  that  the  wife 
was  not  entitled  to  redeem;  which  would  seem  to  be  at  va« 
riance  with  the  last  decision  in  Corbet  v.  Barker  (&).  In  a 
case  before  Lord  Ekkm,  on  Corbet  v.  Barker  being  cited, 
his  Lordship  observed,  that  he  did  not  know  how  to  re« 
concile  that  case  with  the  rules  of  the  Court.  In  an  ano- 
nymous case  in  Atkyne^  Lord  Chancellor  HarduAcke  says^ 
"  Tenancy  by  the  curtesy  is  no  excuse  for  not  redeeming; 
for,  if  it  were,  there  would  be  no  bounds  to  redemption, 
and  no  mortgagee  could  ever  be  quieted  in  possession.  It 
is  of  no  consequence  to  the  mortgagee  who  has  the  equity 
of  redemption ;  if  they  do  not  make  use  of  that  right  they 
shall  be  barred  (c).** 

In  the  present  case,  the  heir  might  have  filed  his  bill  to 
redeem,  notwithstanding  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy* 

[Lord  Chief  Baron. — If  the  heir  had  redeemed,  would 
he  have  had  any  means  of  obtaining  payment  of  the  interest 
by  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy?  And  could  the  Court  have 
made  any  decree  against  the  latter?] 

It  is  apprehended  some  remedy  would  be  found  similar 


wards  Chief  Baron  JiickardMjXu  his 
aigument  in  this  case,  pointed  out 
an  error  in  Corbet  y.  Barker ,  in  stat- 
ing that  the  equity  of  redemption 
was  reserved  by  the  fine. 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  S.  403. 

(6)  In  B^eve  ▼.  Hichif  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  observed,  that  the  limi- 


tation of  the  uses  of  the  fine,  to  the 
husband  and  his  heirs,  had  no  con- 
nection with  the  purpose  of  mort- 
gage, or  the  proviso  for  redemption, 
but  was  altogether  a  new  setdement, 
which  defeated  the  heir  of  the  wife. 
See  3  Sim.  &  S.  408. 
(c)  Anon*  2  Atk.  333. 
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to  that  adapted  between  tenant  for  life  and  reveraioner ;  1890. 
the  old  rule  as  between  whom  with  respect  to  the  dis- 
charge of  incumbrances^  does  not  now  prevail.  White  v, 
Wldte  (a),  Hovenden  v.  Lord  Annealey  (6)^  Harrison  y« 
HoUins  (c),  and  The  Marquis  of  Cholmondeley  v.  The  Earl 
of  CKnton{d)i  were  also  referred  to  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants. 

Mr.  Preston f  and  Mr.  Jacobs  for  the  plaintiffs. — Corbet 
V.  Barker^  was  a  solemn  decision  of  the  whole  Court  upon 
a  re-hearing,  and,  as  a  standing  rule  of  property,  has  never 
been  disputed :  it  was  also  followed  and  recognized  in 
Reeve  V*  Hicks ;  in  which  case,  as  in  this,  the  hus« 
band  and  wife  were  seised  in  right  of  the  wife,  but  a  re* 
markable  point  was,  that  the  mortgage  was  only  for  a 
term  of  years,  whilst  the  fine  was  to  the  mortgagee  in 
fee,  the  uses  declared  being  to  confirm  the  mortgage, 
and,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  to  the  use  of  the  husband 
in  fee,  which  was  an  entire  alteration  of  the  estate.  The 
principle  upon  which  the  Court  in  that  case,  and  minnes  v. 
Jackson^  and  the  other  cases,  proceeded,  was,  that  where 
the  Court  could  see  that  there  was  an  intention,  independ- 
ently of  the  mortgage,  to  change  the  equity  of  redemption 
from  the  wife  to  the  husband,  that  intention  should  pre- 
vail. The  rule  by  which  Courts  of  Equity  proceed  by 
analogy  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  is  governed  by  the 
same  provisions  with  respect  to  infancy  and  other  disabi* 
lities,  as  are  contained  in  the  statute.  In  the;  present  case 
the  husband  being  the  survivor,  no  bill  could  possibly  be 
filed  during  his  life-time,  and  there  was  therefore  no  ad- 
verse possession  as  against  the  wife.  If  the  statute  had 
begun  to  run  against  the  husband  and  wife,  still  the  wife 
would  have  had  ten  years  from  her  husband's  death. 

(a)  4  Ves.  24;  5  Ves.  554.  (c)  1  Sim.  &  S.  471. 

\h)  3  Sch.  &  Lefr.  607.  {d)  Tuni.  107 ;  3  Jac.  &  W.  1 . 
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1930  This  qnestian  ought  properly  to  have  been  raised  by  de- 

murrer. [Lord  Chief  Baron.— I  remember  Lord  I%urlaw 
Mying,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  would  do  either  by 
way  of  plea  or  demurrer]*  The  possession  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  those  under  whom  they  claim,  has  not  been  ad- 
verse, but  all  along  consistent  with  their  title.  Corbet  t. 
Barker f  is  a  clear  decision  in  favour  of  the  plaintifis,  and 
if  Lord  Eldon  ever  expressed  any  doubt  about  the  au- 
thority of  that  case,  it  was  with  reference  to  another  point, 
which  is  slightly  adverted  to  in  the  report,  tw.  whe- 
ther there  was  a  resulting  trust  for  the  wife.  So,  in  Innes 
V.  Jaeiion,  Lord  Redesdale's  observations  only  applied 
to  the  question  of  resulting  trust,  and  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  length  of  time.  In  Reeve  v.  Hicks^  Corbet  v. 
Barker  was  not  impugned  on  the  subject  of  length  of  time, 
but  on  another  ground,  and  a  redemption  was  allowed  in 
Reeve  v.  Hicks.  In  Price  v  •  Copner  (a),  where  the  husband 
and  wife,  jointly  entitled  to  an  equity  of  redemption  in  fee, 
conveyed  it  by  deed  without  fine  to  the  mortgagee,  it  was 
held  that  the  wife  or  her  heir  might  redeem  at  any  time 
within  twenty  years  from  the  husband's  death.  The  pre- 
sent bill  is  filed  by  the  assignees  of  the  heir  within  the 
twenty  years. 

Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply. — U  Moore  the  mortgagee  had 
taken  a  conveyance  from  the  husband  alone  of  his  interest, 
then  the  argument  as  to  tlie  consistency  of  the  possession 
might  have  applied;  but  it  is  contended  by  the  defendants 
that  Moore  took  the  fee  from  the  husband.  It  is  admit- 
ted, that  if  the  mortgagee  had  not  taken  the  conveyance^ 
but  had  entered  under  the  mortgage  (as  he  in  fact  did), 
then  the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  too  late ;  but  they  shel- 
ter themselves  from  this  under  the  conveyance  of  1765. 

(«)  1  Sim.  k  Sttt.  347. 


Russell. 
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_  V  * 

If  the  plaintiiTs  make  use  of  the  deed  for  one  purpose,       _fB30. 
they  must  adopt  it  entirely,  for  we  are  not  asserting  a      V^'ald 
right  under  the  deed  as  against  them,  but  they  are  using      _  «• 
it  as  against  us.    Corbet  r.  Barker  being  admitted  on  all 
hands  to  be  wrong  in  some  respects,  its  authority  is  con- 
siderably shaken. 

•  r  .  \ 

Lord  Chief  Baron.— This  is  a  bill  fbr  redemption  6{ 
a  mortgage.  Husband  and  wife  join  in  making  a  mort- 
gage in  fee.  A  fine  was  levied  to  the  uses-  of  that  deed. 
This  was  in  1757.  Some  years  afterwards,  vix.  in  1765, 
the  husband  and  wife,  by  lease  and  release,  conveyed  the 
equity  of  redemption  to  the  mortgagee.  The  ^ife"*^  in- 
terest did  not  pass  for  want  of  a  fine.  The  mottgagiee  got 
into  possession  between  sixty  and  seventy  years  ago.  The 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  from  this  time  were,  to  hold  the 
possession  till  he  was  paid  his  mortgage-money,  and  be- 
sides to  hold  the  possession  during  the  life  of  the  husband, 
who  was  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  by  force  of  the  conveyance 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  from  the  husband  and 
wife,  which,  though  invalid  as  to  the  wife,  for  want  of 
a  fine,  was  effectual  to  convey  the  marital  rights  of  the 
husband. 

The  wife  died  many  years  ago,  before  the  year  1780,  and 
then  the  husband  died ;  and  full  nineteen  years  after  the 
death  of  the  husband,  the  heir  of  the  wife,  or  persons 
claiming  under  him,  filed  this  bill  for  a  redemption, 
with  its  usual  consequences.  The  defence  is  a  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations.  I  have  felt  a  strong  inclina- 
tion to  sustain  the  plea,  if  a  sufficient  ground  were  fur- 
nished to  me  on  which  to  rest  it.  It  is  important  to 
the  public,  that  an  old  possession  should  not  be  disturb- 
ed, and  that  full  effect  should  be  given  to  the  statutes 
which  have  been  passed  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
such  possession,  and  quieting  men  in  their  rights.  But,  on 

c2 
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1830.  the  other  handj  unless  the  case  comes  properly  within 
these  statutes,  hy  applying  them,  we  take  away>  without 
warrant  the  rights  of  parties. 

If  this  were  a  mere  legal  question,  I  mean,  if  there 
had  been  no  mortgage,  if  the  defendant's  title  had  been 
under  the  husband  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  only,  nothing 
can  be  more  clear  than  that  the  heir  of  the  wife  might 
have  entered  and  recovered  the  land.  His  right  to  enter 
would  not  have  accrued  till  the  death  of  the  husband,  te«* 
nant  by  the  curtesy,  in  December,  1809;  and  therefore  he 
would  have  been  in  sufficient  time  in  November,  1829. 
He  would  have  been  within  the  twenty  years  provided  by 
the  fil  Jae,  1,  c.  16,  s.  U  I  cannot  adopt  the  argument, 
that  the  tigie  began  to  run  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  or 
immediately  after  her  death,  because  the  conveyance  of 
1765,  purported  to  be  a  conveyance  in  fee.  Being  a  con- 
veyance by  lease  and  release  of  an  equity,  I  must  view 
these  deeds  as  having  no  other  operation  than  what  they 
legally  might,  that  is^  to  convey  the  life  estate  of  the  hus- 
band. Therefore,  I  conceive  the  time  of  limitation,  if  this 
were  a  dry  legal  case,  could  run  only  from  the  death  of 
the  husband,  and  the  determination  of  the  interest  legally 
conveyed. 

But,  besides  being  tenant  pur  autre  vie,  the  person  in 
possession  iwas  also  mortgagee.  In  other  words,  the  heir 
of  the  wife  had  no  legal  estate  in  reversion,  he  had  only 
the  reversion  of  an  equity  of  redemption.  The  person  in 
possession  was  the  mortgagee,  and  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion was  divided  into  a  life  interest,  which  the  mortgagee 
himself  had,  and  the  reversion,  which  the  heir  of  the  wife 
had*  It  is  said,  that  immediately  after  the  death  of  the 
wife,  h^r  heir  might  have  redeemed,  and  as  she  died  be- 
fore 1780^  time  has  barred  his  right  to  redeem,  more 
than  twenty  years  having  elapsed  since  it  accrued^  and 
therefore  that  the  plea  is  good.     Cases  have  been  cited  to 
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prove  that  a  reversioner,  or  remainder^'inan,  may  redeem  in  1830. 
the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life.  In  all  the  cases  cited  to 
shew  this  as  against  the  tenant  for  life,  the  decrees  were 
made  at  a  time  when,  upon  the  redemption,  the  Court  com-* 
pelled  the  tenant  for  life  to  pay,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
of  the  fee,  one  third  of  the  mortgage-money.  This  has  long 
been  altered,  and  it  is  now  established,  that  the  tenant  for 
life  is  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest,  and  to  do  no  more* 
The  remainder-man,  or  reversioner,  has  now  no  remedy  to 
obtain  an  extinction  of  the  mortgage.  It  is  a  corollary  to 
the  change  in  the  rule  of  the  Court,  that  the  owner  of  the 
fee  must  give  the  tenant  for  life  the  option  of  redeeming. 
Whether  the  suit  be  brought  by  the  mortgagee  to  fore- 
close, or  by  the  owner  of  the  fee  to  redeem,  theUenant  for 
life  must  always  have  first  an  option  to  redeem.  Suppose 
the  mortgage-money  carried  interest  at  five  per  cenL,  and 
no  more  than  three  could  be  obtained  from  public  securi- 
ties and  the  general  transactions  of  the  country,  will  it  be 
contended  that  the  reversioner  has  a  right,  as  against  the 
tenant  for  life,  who  is  desirous  to  take  the  same  measure, 
to  call  for  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage,  and  so  obtain  a 
title  to  receive  five  per  cent,  from  the  tenant  for  life.  If 
the  tenant  for  life  has  actually  paid  off  the  mortgage,  can 
the  remainder-man  force,  by  means  of  this  Court,  the 
tenant  for  life  of  the  estate  to  assign  his  mortgage,  so  as 
to  entitle  the  remainder-man  to  receive  five  per  cent,  when 
the  tenant  for  life  can  make  only  three  of  the  money  which 
he  shall  receive. 

The  supposed  case  shews,  in  my  opinion,  clearly,  that 
firom  the  time  it  was  fixed  that  a  tenant  for  life  was  bound 
to  keep  down  the  interest,  and  that  only,  he  must  always 
have  the  right  of  pre-emption,  if  I  may  use  that  expres- 
sion. I  think,  therefore,  the  reversioner  was  not  entitled 
forcibly  to  redeem  the  tenant  for  life.  And  if  so,  the 
foundation  of  the  argument  fails.    The  reversioner  could 
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nut  redeem  the  mortgage  till  the  death  of  the  husband, 
and  time  has  not  barred  him.  I  think  the  case  of  Corbet 
V.  BarkeVf  in  this  Court,  reported  in  3  Astruiher,  is  ex- 
actly in  point.  I  would  not  overrule  it  without  a  clear 
opinion  that  it  was  erroneous.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the 
weight  of  reasoning  is  with  it;  though  this  is  a  very  hard 
ease  upon  the  defendants,  as  they  hare  had  a  possession 
for  nearly  seventy  years,  founded  upon  a  colourable  though 
not  a  valid  title. 

Let  the  plea  be  overruled  without  prejudice  to  the  de« 
fen^Ants  using  the  statute  of  limitations  as  a  defence  in 
their  answer. 


Feb,  isc.         >  Fletcher  v.  Birch. 

Where,  on  a  bill   dILL  for  a  discovery,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  ac- 

for  diacovery,  an 

injunction  tore-  tion  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  proceeds  of  forty-four 
ingt'aHaw  If'  bates  6f  Bengal  piece  goods,  consigned  by  Messrs.  Rue- 
flitwerVndL.  '«%^*  Tumer,  ^  Co.,  of  Calcutia,  agents  to  the  de- 
ther  order,  on     fotidant,  who  resided  in  India,  to  their  correspondents  and 

the  uf  ual  aflSda- 

}^t,t€mbie,  iaetord,  J;  P.  Anstiee  %  Co,,  oi London,  merchants;  and 
fcndinnn1^"ui.  *^  ^^^^^  IdAvog  and  invoice  of  whidi  goods  were  trans- 
ty  will  under-     f^rrfed  hv  Anstioe  *  Co.  to  the  plaintiffsi  to  cover  advan- 

taketoadmit,on  ^  ^  r  » 

the  trial  of  the  <e6B  tiiftde  by  th^m  to  Anstiee  ^  Co* 

aii'ShoMfacT;  ''FlJe  eqtiity  made  6y  the  bill  was,  thdt  Anstiee  ^  Ok 

pWnijff foim^^^  ^^  ^^^  coilWderablfe  a^attces  lo  RustomjieyTltrner,  % 

his  equity,  and  Co.  in  t^spect'  of  these  pvtHiciAar  goods,  and  of othergodds 

•ceici  a  disco-  Consigned  before  answer  by  Rustomfee  ^  Co,  to  Anstiee  ^ 

wiu^di^iyeu?e  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant  was  ailso  indebted  to  Musi6mjee 
ii^unction  be-      ^  (Jq^  for  advances  made  by  them  on  his  account,  and  that, 

fore  answer.  ^  /.         ,        .  - 

according  to  the  course  of  trade,  it  was  customary  for 
agents  at  CMMMa,  on  receipt  of  goods  from  principals 'at  a 
distance  in  India,  to  make  advances  to  their  principals  on 
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aGcount  of  such  goods,  and  to  repay  themselves  out  of  the         1890. 
proceeds,  when  sold  in  Europe* 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  bill,  for  want  of  equity ; 
but  the  demurrer  was  over-ruled. 

The  plaintiffs  moved  for  an  injunction,  on  an  affidavit 
of  merits,  and  that  they  could  not  safely  proceed  to  the 
trial  of  the  action  without  an  answer  from  the  defendant, 
as  the  plaintiffs  had  not  any  evidence  or  means  of  proving, 
in  England,  the  amount  of  advances  made  to  the  defend- 
ant by  Rusiomjee  ^  Co.,  on  the  said  goods,  nor  the  au- 
thority given  by  him  to  that  firm,  to  deal  with  and  dispose 
of  such  goods. 

The  motion  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that  the  affi- 
davit was  insufficient,  not  being  positive,  but  merely  as  to 
information  and  belief;  and  not  stating  that  the  plains- 
tiffs  believed  that  the  answer  would  furnish  discovery  ma- 
terial to  their  defence  in  the  action.  The  Court,  however, 
permitted  the  affidavit  to  be  amended  in  this  respect,  and 
granted  the  injunction  until  answer  and  further  order. 

A  motion  was  now  made  pursuant  to  notice,  on  the  part 
of  th&  defendant,  before  answer,  to  dissolve  the  injunction, 
on  an  undertaking  by  his  counsel,  to  admit,  at  the  trial 
of  the  action  at  law,  the  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiflb 
grounded  the  equity  of  their  case,  vix.  that  advances  were 
made  by  Messrs.  Rustomjee,  Turner,  ^  Co.,  to  the  de- 
fendant, exceeding  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  arising 
from  the  sale  of  the  goods  in  question;  and  that  the  de- 
fendant had  given  authority  to  Messrs.  Rustomjee,  7Vr- 
ner,  ^  Co»,  to  deal  with  and  dispose  of  such  goods. 

Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  ma-> 
tion  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

Mr.  Jervis  and  Mr.  Godfrey,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  proposed  to  look  into  the 
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18dO.  pleadings,  and  if  the  admissions  offered  to  be  made  by  the 

Fletcher  defendant  were  such  as  to  raise  the  question  of  law,  he 

V*  expressed  his  intention  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 


Birch. 


'  Upon  this,  the  plaintiffs  submitted  to  have  the  injunc- 
tion dissolved,  on  the  defendant's  undertaking  to  make  the 
proposed  admissions  on  the  trial  at  law. 


May  13lh.  WiLLIS  V,  FaRRER. 

J  HE  issue  directed  in  this  case  (a)  wasagain  tried,  when 
the  Jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  defendants, 
the  occupiers. 

.  Mr.  J.  Williams f  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  vicar, 
now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  why  a  new  trial  of 
the  issue  should  not  be  granted. 

But  the  finding  being  in  accordance  with  the  opinion 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron«  and  no  dissatisfaction  at  the 
verdict  being  expressed  by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried 
the  issue,  the  Court — 

Refused  the  rule. 

(a)  See  3  YouDge  &  Jervis,  264,  381. 
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The  Reverend  Frederick  Masters,  Clerk,  v.  Acton  Nov.m5th 
'  Fletcher,  William  Banks,  John  Prescott,  Samuel     ii<*»  ^^m, 
Beycroft,  James  Ditchfield,  Sir  Richard  Brooke,      Dec.  9M. 
•  Bart.,  Joseph  Saunders,  John  Balmer,  Peter  Hat-        1830, 
ton,  Thomas  Banner,  and   the  Reverend  Robert      ^^-^^ 

Fletcher,  Clerk,  and  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Christ  ^  ^ 

Church,  Oxford.  y/^/^^   /^  7  • 

ILL  by  the  vicar  oiRuncorn^  in  the  county  of  Chester,  yA  vicar,  unaiiig 

and,  as  such  vicar,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  all  small  tithes,  end^J^^t^has^*^^  ^ 

throughout  the  parish,  except  the  tithes  of  pigs  and  geese,  ^  support  hb  >:    / 

in  some  districts  of  the  parish,  and  particularly  claiming  to  condary  e^  '^^''^^Z 

be  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  hay,  milk,  calves,  lambs,  and  fC'tiwndi^      ^l  I 

wool,  potatoes,  and  turnips,  and  agistment,  within  the  pa-  cy»^ence  fur-       - /j^ 

rish,  and  to  all  tithes,  both  great  and  small,  within  the  for  inferring         ^-^^^ 

township  of  Weston,  in  the  said  parish.  endowment*""*   X^   ' 

The  bill  stated,  that  the  parish  of  Runcorn  was  divided  ^'Pf^^""!*'  *•       v7'  / 

'  '  ^  gift  to  the  Ticar,  /c   ' 

into  several  districts  or  townships,  and,  amongst  others,  of  all  small         _yZ'/'' 

the  townships  or  districts  of  Weston,  Upper  Runcorn  and  authorities  for 

Lower  Runcorn,  Haiton,  Thelwall  Norton,  Halton,  Acton  noroniy^^  "* 

Grange,  Aston,  and  Daresbmy.     That,  from  July,  181(>,  ^^^^J^^^^ 

the  defendants,  Fletcher  and  Banks,  had  occupied  lands  been  received 

within  the  township  of  Weston,  and  parish  of  Runcorn,  other  tithes  of 

That  the  defendant,  Prescott,  had  occupied  lands  in  the  ^^eglwJ^'or^of^' 

modem  intro- 
duction.    The 
cases  ill  which 
the  inference  has  been  made,  have  been,  generally,  cases  in  which  the  vicar  has  received  the 
whole  small  tithes  actually  rendered,  and  in  which  it  did  not  appear  that  any  other  person  had  re- 
ceived any  tithes  of  that  class.    Such  a  usage  has  been  supposed  to  warrant  the  presumption  that 
the  endowment  bestowed  upon  the  vicar  all  small  tithes,  in  general  words. 

The  intention  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey  was  to  ascertain  the  value  and  amount  of  the  living, 
the  particular  sources  from  whence  that  amount  came  being  but  a  secondary  object ;  and  the  ex- 
pressions therefore  upon  the  latter  point  are  equivocal,  and  capable  of  receiving  any  construction, 
from  contemporaneous  and  collateral  documents  and  usage.  And,  therefore,  where  the  Ecclesi- 
aattcal  Survey,  after  enumerating  certain  tithes,  stated  the  vicarage  to  be  worth  a  specified  sum 
M  dedmit  minuHt  ei  obiaHonibusf  but  collateral  documents  and  usage  shewed,  that  the  vicar  had 
not  received  all  small  tithes,  but  only  some  species  of  small  tithes,  and  the  other  small  tithes  had 
been  received  by  the  rector  and  his  lessee:  the  Court  held,  that  the  vicar  was  not  entitled  to  all  the 
small  tithes,  contrary  to  Cunliffe  v.  Taylor,  2  Prke,  329. 


i 
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1890.        townships  of  Upper  and  Lower  Runcorn.    That  the  de« 
Masters      ^ndant,  Samuel  Beycroftf  had  occupied  knds  within  the 
V.  township  of  Hatton.     That  the  defendant,  James  Ditch' 

fields  had  occupied  lands  in  the  township  of  ThelwalL 
That  the  defendant,  Sir  Richard  Brooke,  had  occupied 
lands  within  the  township  of  Norton*  That  the  defend- 
ant, Joseph  SaunderSy  had  occupied  lands  in  the  township 
of  Halton.  That  the  defendant,  John  Balmer,  had  occu- 
pied lands  in  the  township  of  Acton  Grange,  That  the 
defendant,  Peter  Hatton,  had  occupied  lands  in  the  town* 
ship  of  Aston.  And  the  defendant,  Thomas  Banner,  had 
occupied  lands  in  the  township  of  Daresbury. 

The  bill  claimed  from  the  defendants,  Fletcher  and 
Banks,  tithes  of  hay,  clover,  and  other  grass ;  calves,  milk, 
lambs,  wool,  turnips,  and  agistment,  and  from  all  the  other 
defendants,  tithes  of  calves,  milk,  lambs,  wool,  agistment, 
turnips,  and  potatoes.  The  bill  suggested  a  pretence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  defendant,  the  Rev. 
Robert  Fletcher,  who  was  the  curate  of  the  chapel  of 
Daresbury,  within  the  parish,  was  entitled  to  the  tithes,  sub- 
tracted from  the  plaintiff,  through  some  of  the  townships; 
and  that,  with  respect  to  the  residue  of  such  tithes,  the  dean 
and  chapter  of  Christ  Church,  Oxford,  as  rector  of  the  pa- 
rish,  or  the  defendant,  S\x  Richard  Brooke,  sa  their  lessee, 
was  entitled  to  the  same.  The  bill,  among  other  charges, 
contained  a  charge,  that  it  appeared  by  the  leases  from 
time  to  time  granted  by  the  dean  and  chapter,  of  the  tithes 
belonging  to  the  rectory,  that  the  several  species  of  tithes 
clauned  by  the  bill  did  not  belong  to  the  rectory,  and  that 
the  dean  and  chapter  never  had  received  or  been  entitled 
to  receive,  as  rectors  of  the  parish,  any  other  tithes  than 
those  demised  to  Sir  Richard  Brooke,  and  that  it  had 
been  lately  decided  in  this  Court,  in  a  cause  intituled  Cim* 
liff^^^  Rea,  that  the  said  Sir  Richard  Brooke,  was  not  en* 
titled^  under  the  said  lease,  to  the  tithes  of  potatoes. 


count  OF  £xciiEau&R»  97 

Tbe>  defendant,  Sir  Richard  Brooke^  by  fait  answer  ad-  1990. 
mitted  the  plaintiff  to  be  vicar,  but  stated  his  belief  that  MA8T£m» 
n^ -endowment  was  to  be  found,  thoujrh  there  were  terriers  ^  ** 
and  other  documents  relating  to  the  rights  of  the  rector, 
and  of  the  vicar,  and  he  put  the  vicar  to  the  proof  of  his 
right  to  the  tithes  claimed  by  the  biU.  He  admitted  the 
division  of  the  parish  into  townships,  and  his  occupation 
of  lands  in  the  township  of  Norton^  and  his  perception  of 
titheable  matters.  That  the  tithes  of  pigs  and  geese 
throughout  the  whole  parish,  except  the  township  of  Wes* 
tan,  were  received  by  the  defendant  as  lessee  of  the  im- 
propriate rectory.  That  the  lands  in  his  occupation  in 
the  township  of  Norton  were  part  of  the  lands  in  the  ter* 
ri^rs  called  the  demesnes  of  Sir  Richard  Brooke^  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  as  vicar  of  the  parish,  vras  not  entitled  to  the 
tithes lof  wool  and  lamb  upon  the  said  demesne.  The 
defendant  thep.set  up  a  modus  of  4cf.,  payable  at  Midsum-^ 
merfdagf  for  evesy  calf  fallen  within  the  township  of  ^<0ir- 
tani  within  the  year  preceding,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of 
Gtkes.  That  the  impropriate  rectory  belonged  to  the 
dean  and  chapter  of  Christ  Church,  under  whom  the  de- 
fendant  was  lessee  of  the  same,  with  certain  exceptions; 
and  that,  during  the  defendant's  minority,  a  auit  was  in* 
stjtuted  by  his  trustees  and  guardians,  in  their  own  and 
his  name,  in  this  Court,  against  the  then  vicar,  and  certain 
CK:c9ipiers,  fpir  the  tithe  of  potatoes,  but  which  suit  ,wa8 
dismissed  at  the  hearing,  it  having  been  considered  by.tbe 
Cpurt,  as  the  defendant  believed,  that  the  defendant  had 
nqt  made  out  his  title  to  the  tithe  4if, potatoes  ;within  the 
pariiA,  by  reason  of  the  exeeption  in  the  lease  of  the  rec- 
tatifi  but  that  it  was,  lor  scnne  time,  erroneously  consider- 
ed ^Qi  the  parisbi  that  the  Court  had  determined  in  the 
saidv  oause  that  the  tithe  of  potatoes  within  the  parish  be- 
loqgefL  to  the  vicar;  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  the  de- 
fendant and  other  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  parish. 


Fletcher. 
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1830.        accounted  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  tithe  of  potatoes  for 
IZ^.      some  years. 

o*  The  defendant  then  admitted  the  conversion  of  the 

titheable  matters  to  his  own  use,  and  disputed  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  tithes  of  any  titheable  matters,  had 
or  taken  by  the  defendant  on  his  lands,  except  the  tithes 
of  calves,  upon  the  footing  of  thesstid  modus.  And  th^ 
defendant  claimed,  as  lessee  of  the  rectory,  the  tithes  of 
all  titheable  matters  and  things;  great  and  small,  in  and 
throughout  the  parish,  except  the  tithes  belonging  to  the 
rectory,  which  were  excepted  out  of  the  lease  from  the 
dean  and  chapter,  and  except  also  the  tithes  of  calves,  on 
the  footing  of  such  modus. 

The  defendants,  Fletcher  and  Banks,  the  only  occupiers 
in  Weston^  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing,  and  the  plaintiff 
took  a  decree  nisi  against  them.  It  is  therefore  unneces- 
sary  to  state  the  nature  of  their  defence. 

The  defendants,  the  occupiers  in  the  several  other  town- 
ships, put  in  answers  to  nearly  the  same  effect  as  the  an- 
swer of  Sir  Richard  Brooke^  so  far  as  respected  the  title  of 
the  vicar  to  the  tithes  claimed  by  the  bill.  They  also  set 
up  the  following  moduses  as  payable  by  the  occupiers  of 
lands  within  the  said  several  townships  on  Midsummer^ 
day,  vix.  4cf.  for  every  calf  fallen  upon  the  lands  of  such 
occupiers  respectively,  within  the  year  preceding,  in  lieu 
of  the  tithes  of  calves;  \d.  for  every  fleece  of  wool  had 
and  shorn  upon  the  lands  of  such  occupiers  respectively, 
within  the  year  preceding,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  wool, 
and  Sd.  for  every  lamb  yeaned  upon  the  lands  of  such  oc- 
cupiers respectively,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  such  lambs. 
The  defendants  also  stated,  that  within  the  parish  of  Run» 
com,  there  was  a  chapelry,  called  Daresbury  Chapelry,  the 
boundaries  of  which  were  well  known,  and  within  which 
the  township  of  Aeion  Grange  lay,  and  that  the  vicar  was 
not  entitled  to  any  tithes  or  payments  for  tithes  within  the 
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chapelry ;  but  that  such  tithes,  and  payments  for  tithes,  as         1830. 
did  not  belong  to  the  impropriate  rectory,  and  were  of  the 
nature  of  vicarial  tithes  within  the  said  chapelry,  belong-  «. 

ed  to  the  curate  of  the  chapelry.  And  they  believed  that 
there  was  payable  to  the  curate  of  the  chapelry  of  DareS" 
bury,  for  the  time  being,  by  the  occupiers  of  lands  within 
the  township  of  Acton  Grange ,  on  Midsummer-day,  a  mo- 
dus of  6d,  for  every  milch  cow  having  a  calf  within  the 
year  preceding,  called  a  calving  cow ;  and  3d,  for  every 
milch  cow,  not  having  a  calf  within  the  year  preceding, 
called  a  barren  cow,  fed  and  depastured  upon  the  lands  of 
such  occupiers,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  the  milk  of  such 
cows.  The  defendants  then  stated  their  having  accounted 
with  the  plaintiff  up  to  a  given  period,  for  the  moduses 
which  they  admitted  to  be  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  and  they 
insisted  upon  such  payments,' as  subsisting  compositions, 
in  case  the  same  were  not  good  as  moduses. 

These  defendants  gave  nearly  the  same  account  respect- 
ing the  suit  of  Cunliffe  v.  Taylor ,  as  that  contained  in  the 
answer  of  Sir  Richard  Brooke.  And  they  disputed  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  tithes  of  any  titheable  matters, 
except  those  for  which  they  admitted  such  moduses  to  be 
payable  as  aforesaid,  and  for  which,  according  to  such 
moduses,  they  were  willing  to  settle  with  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Fletcher,  the  curate  of  Daresbury,  by 
his  answer,  disclaimed  all  right  and  title  to  the  tithes  de- 
manded by  the  bill.  The  defendants,  the  dean  and  chap- 
ter of  Christ  Church,  put  in  an  answer,  in  support  of 
the  answer  of  their  lessee,  the  defendant,  Sir  Richard 
Brooke. 

• 

Both  sides  entered  into  evidence. 

In  support  of  his  case,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the 
Valor  Ecclesiasticus,  26  Hen.  8,  containing  the  following 
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entry :  '*  Diocese  Cesir.  Decanatus  de  Frodshami 

i 

Ran- 

MlSTEftS 

came  Vicar:  Thomas  Fletche  Viearitu  ibm. 

1  ' 

Fletcher. 

**  Vakiin ierris glebatis, 

£     s. 
xxxISi. 

d. 

iBj. 

**  In  decis.  granorum  etfem.  - 

Ixyj, 

... 

"  Agn.  et  Ian,       -            -      .     - 

Ixxyg. 

,   >• 

'^  In  decimis  minutis  et  oblacco}. 

^'  Summa  valor. 
"  X"^  inde, 

xxvij. 

\ 

•••• 

i. 

XX. 

y." 

He  also  read  in  evidence  the  depositions  in  tlie  cause  of 
Cunliffe  v.  Taylor*  These  depositions  were  objected  to 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  as  being  res  inter  alios  actdy 
given  in  a  suit  to  which  these  defendants  were  not  parties, 
and  with  a  different  object  in  view.  They  were,  however, 
received  de  bene  esse,  and  were  ultimately  treated  by  the 
Chief  Baron  as  good  evidence  in  this  cause  (a).  A  great 
deal  of  parol  evidence  was  also  given  by  the  plaintiff! 

The  defendants,  the  dean  and  chapter,  gave  in  evidence 
various  leases  from  the  Crown,  commencing  so  early  as  the 
year  1538.  Minister's  accounts  from  the  27ih  to  the  38th 
of  king  Hen.  8;  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Augmentations; 
.^evi^ral  antient  rentals  and  auditor's  accounts;  and  two 
terriers,  one  dated  1698,  and  the  other  1778. 

The  defendants.  Sir  Richard  Brooke  and  the  other  oc« 
cupiers,  in  addition  to  the  evidence  produced  on  the  part 
of  the  dean  and  chapter,  gave  in  evidence  an  abstract  of 
an  account  book  of  the  date  1  Edto.  6,  found  in  the  Aug- 
mentation  CMHce ;  an  appointment  of  the  curate  of  Dares- 
bury  in  1703;  and  the  parol  testimony  in  Cunliffe  v.  Tay- 
lor, and  the  present  cause  (6). 

(a)  See  the  Lord  Chief  Baron's  evideDce  in  this  cause,  but  he  trasts 

judgment,  infra*  be  shall  be  readily  excused  for  not 

(6)  The  reporter  has  been  favor-  giving  it  in  detail,  when  he  stafes 

ed  with  the  documentary  and  parol  that  the  reading  of  it  afkne  occupied 
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Mr.  Simpkittsan  and  Mr.  Temple,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Spence,  for  the  defendants.  Sir 
Richard  Brooke  and  some  of  the  occupiers. 

Mr.  W.  Lowndes,  for  the  defendants,  the  other  occu- 
piersi  except  Fletcher  and  Banks,  who  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  Barber  and  Mr.  Swann,  for  the  defendantSj  the 
dean  and  chapter. 

For  the  plaintiflfi  it  was  argued,  that  the  case  came 
within  the  principle  of  those  cases  in  which,  though  no 
endowment  could  be  found,  yet  a  document  could  be  pro- 
duced, recognising  the  vicar's  right  to  all  small  tithes. 
That  the  words  decimis  nUnuiis  et  oblaiionibus,  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Survey,^  shewed  the  vicar  to  have  been  then 
entitled  to  all  small  tithes;  that  the  decisions  of  the  Court 
in  two  former  cases  shewed  that  these  words  included  all 
small  tithes;  that,  in  the  case  of  Kennicoti  v.  Watson  (a), 
Chief  Baron  Cribbs  treated  them  as  equivalent  to  an  ad- 
mission, that  the  vjcar  was  entitled  to  all  small  tithes. 
And  Chief  Baron  Thon^son,  in  the  case  of  Cunliffe  v. 
Taylor  {b),  expressly  rested  his  decision  on  those  words, 
and  he  ruled  them  as  giving  tithe  to  the  vicar;  that,  in 
the  leases  granted  of  the  rectorial  tithes,  there  was  an  ex- 
ception of  the  Lenten  Roll,  by  which  must  be  intended, 
tithes  belonging  to  the  vicar.     The  cases  cited  for  the 
vicar  were :   Cartwright  v.  Bailey  (c),  Jeremy  v.  Strange^ 
ioays(d),  Gamonsv.  Barnard  (e),  and  Willis  v.  Farrer  (/). 


IB30. 

Mastees 
Flbtchbs. 


teveral  days,  and  it  would  neces- 
sarily cover  many  pages.  The  ex- 
treme length  of  the  evidence  for- 
bidding  his  stating  it  in  detail,  he 
has  felt  that  it  would  be  the  height 
of  presumption  to  attempt  to  give 
the  eflfect,  or  a  summary  of  the  evi- 
dence, when  it  is  so  fully  summed 
up  and  commented  on  in  the  long 
and  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron.    He  has,  therefore, 


contented  himself  with  stating  short- 
ly the  nature  of  the  evidence  pro- 
duced. 

(fl)  2  Price,  250;  2  E.  &  Y.  690. 

(6)  2  Price,  329;  2  fe.  &  Y.  743. 

(c)  3  E.  &  Y.  221 ;  Gwill.  938. 

(rf)  3  E.  &  Y.  1282;  Gwill.  1173. 

(c)  1  Anstr.  296;  7  Bro.  P.  C. 
t05;2£.  &Y.  380. 

(/)  2  Y.  &  J.  217. 
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1830.  Fqp  the  defendants^  it  was  contended,  that  the  vahie  as- 

Masters       signed  to  the  minutis  decimh  et  oblaiiofdbus,  in  the  Ecclesi- 

^'  astical  Suryey,  as  compared  with  the  value  given  to  the  liv- 

'LETCII£R« 

ing  by  the  Minister's  accounts,  and  other  documents,  shew- 
ed that  those  words  could  not  possibly  have  included  all 
small  tithes;  that  the  evidence  of  usage  proved  that  the  vi- 
car's title  was  limited  to  the  tithes  admitted  to  be  payable  to 
him,  either  j^t<a  tithes  or  sub  modo;  that  it  was  not  decided 
by  Cunliffe  v.  Taylor^  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  all 
small  tithes,  but  only  that  the  lessee  of  the  rector  did  not 
establish  his  title  to  the  tithe  of  potatoes,  under  the  lease 
of  the  rectory;  that  the  exception  of  the  Lenten  Roll, 
in  the  leases  of  the  rectory,  had  reference  not  to  tithes, 
but  to  oblations,  or  Ecuter  offerings,  the  plaintiff's  tithe 
to  which  was  not  disputed. 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — This  a  vicar's  bill.  There  is  no 
endowment.  The  case  must,  therefore,  be  decided  on  the 
secondary  evidence.  The  circumstances  of  the  parish 
render  the  evidence  extremely  complicated.  It  will  be 
necessary  to  specify  the  particular  tithes  claimed  by  the 
bill,  and  to  inquire  into  the  effect  of  the  evidence  produ- 
ced on  both  sides  as  to  each  particular  head  of  the  claim. 

Before  proceeding  in  this  course,  it  is  necessary  to  menr 
tiOin  that  the  parish  comprises  no  less  than  twenty-three 
different  townships.  The  usages  in  some  of  these  are  suf« 
ficiently  different  from  others  of  them,  to  prevent  the  evi- 
dence respecting  one,  to  be  more  ihanprimd/acie  evidence 
respecting  the  others.  Of  these  twenty-three  townships, 
eleven  appear  to  be  comprised  within  a  chapelry,  called  the 
Cbapelry  of  Daresbury^  of  which  the  cure  is  served,  not 
by  the  vicar,  but  by  a  separate  minister,  called  the  Chap- 
lain of  Daresbury. 

The  dean  and  chapter  of  Christ  Church  are  the  rec- 
tors, and  are  made  defendants  only  to  give  them  the  op- 
portunity of  discussing  the  claim  of  the  rector. 
The  Reverend  Robert  Fletcher  was  made  a  defendant, 
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as  curate  of  Daresbury^  in  order  to  give  him  the  opportu-         1830. 

nity  of  discussing  the  title  of  the  curate  to  the  tithes  claim-      mawers 

ed  by  the  bill.  «'• 

,        ,  Fletcher. 

All  the  other  defendants  are  occupiers,  but  Sir  Richard 
Brooke  unites  in  himself  the  double  character  of  occupier 
and  lessee  of  the  rectory. 

I  have  said,  that  there  are  twenty-three  townships  in 
the  parishi  ten  only  are  mentioned  in  the  bill,  tiz.  the 
townships  of  Weston^  Upper  Runcorn^  Lower  Runcorn, 
Haiton,  ThelwaU^  Norton^  Halton^  Acton  Grange^  Aston, 
and  the  township  of  Daresbury,  bearing  the  same  name 
with  the  chapelry  at  large,  which,  however,  comprises  many 
other  townships,  and  particularly  some  I  have  mentioned, 
namely,  Haiton,  Hatton,  and  Acton  Grange,  to  which  is  to 
be  added,  of  course,  the  township  of  Daresbury. 

The  claims  against  the  several  defendants  are  thus  dis- 
tributed:— the  two  first  defendants,  Acton  Fletcher  and 
Banks,  are  occupiers  in  the  township  of  Weston  and  town- 
ship o(  Runcorn,  neither  of  which  appear  to  be  within  the 
chapelry.  They  are  charged  with  having  subtracted  the 
tithes  of  hay,  clover,  and  other  grass — cows,  in  respect  of 
the  calves  and  milk — sheep,  in  respect  of  lamb  and  wool 
— turnips,  and  agistment.  The  other  defendants  occupy 
thus :  Prescott  occupies  in  the  two  townships  oi Higher  and 
Lower  Runcorn;  Byecroft  occupies  in  the  township  of 
Hatton,  and  Ditchfield,  in  the  township  of  Thehoall;  Sir 
Richard  Brooke,  besides  being,  as  I  have  stated,  lessee  of 
the  rectory,  occupies  in  the  township  of  Norton;  Saun^ 
ders  occupies  .in  Haiton;  Balmer  occupies  in  Acton 
Grange;  Peter  Hatton  occupies  in  Aston;  and  Thomas 
Banner  occupies  in  the  township  of  Daresbury. 

The  charge,  as  to  subtraction  of  tithes,  is  the  same  against 
all  these  defendants,  and  is  as  follows:  calves  and  milk, 
lamb  and  wool,  agistment,  turnips,  and  potatoes,  confined 
to  the  year  1819.  As  to  the  other  articles,  it  includes 
1816,  1817,  1818,  as  well  as  1819. 

VOL.  I.  D 


84  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1830.  These,  with  Aclon  Fletclier  and  Banks,  are  the  whole 

MA8TiiR8       ®^  *^®  occupiers,  defendants*     It  is  necessary  to  take  up 

f*  their  cases  in  succession ;  but  the  discussion  respecting 

Fletch  er 

some  of  the  first  will  very  much  shorten  it,  as  to  those 
that  remain. 

The  general  effect  of  the  pleadings  is,  that  the  defend- 
ants, availing  themselves  of  the  plaintiff*'s  situation  as  vi- 
car, put  him  to  prove  his  title  to  every  species  of  tithe : 
and  then,  presuming  that  he  may  be  successful  in  establish* 
ing  his  title  to  some  tithes,  they,  in  various  instances,  plead 
moduses  as  an  answer  to  the  demand  of  tithes  in  kind.  It 
will  be  necessary  hereafter  to  specify  those  defences  par- 
ticularly. 

Acion  Fletcher  and  Banks  (a)  are  the  two  first  defend- 
ants upon  the  record.  They  occupy  in  Weston  and  Run" 
corn.  By  their  answers  they  aver,  that  the  township  of 
Weston  is  differently  situated  from  any  other  township  in 
the  parish.  And  so  I  think  it  manifestly  appears.  The 
whole  mass  of  the  evidence,  which  touches  Weston,  has  a 
tendency  to  prove  that  all  the  tithes  of  every  description 
in  that  township,  great  and  small,  belong  to  the  vicar. 

The  only  two  terriers  produced,  one  of  1696,  and  the  other 
of  1778,  give  an  enumeration  of  tithes  to  which  the  vicar 
is  entitled  in  Weston,  so  large  and  general,  as  to  afford  a 
satisfactory  presumption,  that  his  endowment  provided 
for  him  all  the  tithes  of  that  district  of  whatever  descrip- 
tion. I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  too  clear  to  admit  of 
doubt.  It  is  not  so  clear,  that  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  tithes 
in  kind. 

These  defendants,  Acton  Fletcher  and  Banks,  set  up 
the  following  moduses  as  payable  by  the  occupiers  in  Wes^ 
ion: — 2s.  an  acre  for  the  hay  of  upland ;  4«.  an  acre  for  the 
hay  and  the  agistment  of  Salt  Marsh  Meadow;  Sd.  for 

(a)  In  prououncing  jndgmeut,  the  decree  nisi  was  taken  against  them. 

Chief  Baron  had  overlooked  the  This  was  remarked  to  his  Lordship, 

fact,  that  Fletcher  and  Banks  did  in  the  course  of  his  judgment, 
not  appear  at  the  hearing,  and  that  a 
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every  calf;  Icf.  for  every  cow,  for  the  tithe  of  milk;   3d.         1830. 
for  every  lamb;  Id.  for  every  fleece.    All  payable  at  Eas*      mastem 
ter. 

I  may  say  at  once,  that,  as  to  this  defence  against  the 
payment  of  tithes  in  kind,  in  Weston^  of  hay  and  agist- 
ment, I  think  there  is  no  evidence  in  support  of  it^  that 
merits  serious  attention.  One  witness  only,  William  John" 
son,  who  was  collector  for  a  former  vicar,  says,  that  he 
received  these  sums,  for  a  few  years,  that  is^  in  1803  and 
1804*  But  even  he  does  not  take  upon  himself  to  say, 
that  these  were  moduses,  or  received  as  such.  He  express- 
ly negatives  that  inference.  I  think  it  therefore  clear,  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  account  of  tithe  hay  and  grass 
in  kind,  for  Weston^  and  also  for  turnips  and  agistment. 
I  defer,  for  the  present,  the  question  on  the  other  moduses 
set  up  for  Weston,  because  they  are  connected  with  the 
moduses  set  up  for  other  townships. 

The  plaintiff  being  vicar,  and  a  vicar  without  any  endow- 
ment to  produce,  has  thrown  upon  him  the  task  of  support- 
ing his  claim  by  secondary  evidence.  If  that  secondary  evi- 
dence furnished  a  sufiicient  ground  for  inferring  that  the  en- 
dowment had  contained  a  gift  to  the  vicar  of  all  small  tithes, 
there  are  authorities  which  would  authorize  the  Court  to 
decree  to  him,  not  only  the  tithes  which  he  should  actually 
have  received,  but  all  other  tithes  of  that  class,  either  of 
new  introduction,  or  which,  though  produced,  had  been 
neglected.  The  cases  in  which  this  inference  has  been 
made,  have  been  generally  cases  in  which  the  vicar  had 
received  the  whole  small  tithes  actually  rendered;  cases  in 
which  it  did  not  appear  that  any  other  person  had  receiv- 
ed any  tithes  of  that  class.  Such  a  usage  has  been  sup- 
posed to  warrant  the  presumption  that  the  endowment  be- 
stowed upon  the  vicar  all  small  tithes,  in  general  words, 
and  these  words  unquestionably  would  have  conferred  a 
title  to  all  tithes  of  that  description,  whether  neglected  or 
of  new  introduction. 

d2 
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1830.  In  the  last  case  from  this  parish,  that  of  Cufdiffe  ▼.  Tay^ 

"  /or,  where  the  debate  was  about  the  tithe  of  potatoes,  and 

V,  the  lessee  of  the  rectory  was  the  plaintiff;  the  Court  seems 

to  have  had  a  strong  impression  that  the  vicar  had  shewn 
a  title  to  all  small  tithes:  this  appears  both  from  the  print* 
ed  account  of  Chief  Baron  Thomp8oris]viAgment^  and  also 
from  the  short-hand  writer's  notes,  with  which  I  have  been 
furnished. 

He  states,  according  to  Mr.  Price  (a),  *^  that  the  Ecclesi* 
astical  Survey  shews  the  endowment  to  have  been  general, 
from  the  words  decimis  minutis  ei  oblaiiones"  And  he 
adds,  that  the  documents  are  of  great  authority  to  shew 
of  what  the  vicarage  consisted  when  they  were  taken.  The 
Court,  however,  did  not  decide  the  case  upon  that  point, 
but  on  the  ground,  that  the  lease  granted  by  the  college  to 
the  plaintiff  did  not  convey  to  him  a  title  to  the  tithe  in 
question. 

I  am  forced,  therefore,  to  take  the  question  into  my  con* 
sideration,  and  to  examine,  whether,  upon  any  principle 
that  has  been  established,  the  plaintiff  has  shewn  himself 
to  be  entitled  to  the  small  tithes  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  parish.  For  the  purpose  of  this  inquiry,  it  must 
be  borne  in  mind  that  the  parish  is  divided  into  twenty- 
three  townships,  and  that  one  of  them  (the  township  of 
Weston)  is  in  circumstances  peculiar  to  itself.  Every  do^ 
cument  that  touches  the  question,  and  the  wbdle  of  the  pa* 
rol  evidence  on  both  sides,  and  in  both  causes,  as  well  the 
old  cause  of  Cunliffe  v.  Taylor  as  the  present  caUse, 
concur  in  allotting  to  the  vicar  the  whole  tithes  of  that 
township.  No  other  person  ever  received  any,  except  in 
an  abortive  attempt  made  many  years  ago  by  the  lessee 
upon  the  tithe  of  potatoes,  a  claim  which  was  immediate- 
ly abandoned. 

The  remaining  twenty-two  townships  are  divided  nearly 

<a)  2  Price*  335. 
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into  two  portions,  eleven  are  within  the  chapelry  of  Dares^        1830. 

buryt  and  the  remaining  eleven  seem  to  have  been  within       {Rasters 

the  cure  of  the  vicar.  We  have  no  distinct  evidence  whence  «• 

this  division  arose.     It  seems  probable  that,  at  the  time  of 

the  endowment,  (if  it  were  very  ancient),  the  monastery,  by 

one  of  their  body,  continued  to  perform  the  services  of  reli* 

gion  for  these  townships,  and,  in  consequence,  reserved 

to  themselves  some  tithes,  perhaps  all,  which  arose  there* 

We  must  guess,  as  well  as  we  can,  what  was  done  from 

the  evidence  now  produced,  and  which,  I  regret  to  say, 

does  not  afibrd  any  clear  and  steady  light. 

It  is  sufficient  for  my  present  purpose  to  remark,  that 
the  townships  within  the  chapelry,  and  those  which  are 
not  within  the  chapelry,  are,  in  circumstances,  extremely 
different,  and,  in  order  to  get  to  an  accurate  conclusion, 
must  be  separately  examined. 

I  propose,  first,  to  examine  the  question  as  to  those 
which  are  not  within  the  chapelry.  The  townships  not 
within  the  chapelry  comprised  in  this  suit  are,  Wesiwfi^ 
Upper  and  Lower  Runcorn^  and  Norton;  and  what  I  am 
to  consider  is,  whether  the  evidence  will  warrant  the  con- 
clusion, that  the  endowment  contained  a  grant  to  the  vicar 
of  the  small  tithes  within  these  townships  not  parcel  of  the 
chapelry.  The  first  document,  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey, 
returns  the  vicarage  o{ Runcorn  thus: — 

In  glebe  lands,  1/.  13«.  Ad.;  in  tithes  of  grain  and  hay, 
SL  6«.  8(/.;  lamb  and  wool,  3/.  17«.  \d. ;  in  small  tithes  and 
oblations,  1/.  7«.  This  document  has  been  viewed  by  an 
authority  for  which  I  have  the  highest  respect,  (Chief  Baron 
Thompson^  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Cun- 
liffe  V.  Taylor)^  as  of  great  importance,  and  having  a  power- 
fill  effect  in  establishing  the  vicar's  title  to  all  small  tithes 
throughout  the  parish.  I  am  forced  to  say,  that  I  cannot 
go  that  length  with  him.  The  intention  of  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Survey  was,  to  ascertain  the  value  or  amount.  The 
particular  sources,  from  whence  that  amount  came,  was 
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1830.        but  a  secondary  object.    We  have^  in  this  very  document. 
Masters      ^  clear  evidence  as  the  subject  is  capable  of,  how  loosely 
^-  that  secondary  object  was  attended  to..    The  Survey  states 

that  the  vicarage  **  vctlei  in  decimis  granorum  eifeni"  3L 
6s.  8d.,  exactly  the  same  phrase  as  is  used  and  applied  to 
small  tithesy  which  is  vcUei  in  decimis  minuiis  ei  oblaiioni- 
bu8^  \L  7s.  Now,  if  decimis  minuiis  meant  all  the  small 
tithes  of  the  parishi  the  words  ^'  decimis  granorum  ei  fe- 
9tt"  should  also  have  meant  the  grain  and  hay  of  the 
whole  parish.  But  it  is  clear^  from  all  the  rest  of  the  evi- 
dence, oral  and.  documentary,  and  it  is  admitted,  that  the 
vicar  had  no  tithes  of  grain  and  hay,  except  in  the  town- 
ship of  Wesion^  that  is,  in  a  twenty-third  part  of  the  parish 
only. 

My  opinion  is,  that  the  expressions  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Survey,  are,  upon  this  point,  entirely  equivocal,  that  they 
indicate  only  the  amount,  the  general  sources  from  whence 
that  amount  arose,  and  nothing  beyond.  They  are  capa- 
ble of  receiving  the  one  construction  or  the  other^  from 
collateral  documents  and  usage.  The  expressions  rested 
upon  shew  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  some  small  tithes, 
but  go  no  further.  The  Ecclesiastical  Survey  must  re- 
ceive its  construction  from  other  documents  or  usage. 

The  next  documentary  evidence  to  which  it  is  necessary 
to  advert,  is  the  Minbter's  accounts*  They  seem  to  me 
to  furnish  only  one  important  observation,  and  that  is  fur- 
nished by  all  of  them  equally,  except  the  first.  They  are 
produced  from  the  27th  and  S8th  of  Henry  the  8th,  to 
the  87th  and  38th  of  the  same  king.  In  those  accounts, 
there  is  always  an  article  of  discharge,  amounting  to  4/. 
Gs.  Sd.  which  is  respited  to  the  accountant,  and  the  vicar 
is  placed  insuper  that  sum,  as  claimed  and  retained  by  him. 
The  tithes  said  to  be  claimed  by  the  vicar  are  not  pre- 
cisely the  same  in  the  whole  of  these  accounts,  but,  in  my 
opinion,  the  variations  are  accidental.  In  the  second,  third, 
fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth,  the  emoluments  are  stated  to  be- 
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obUtions^   30s.;  lamb  and  calves^  46ir.    8c/./   fiax    and         1830. 
hemp,  10*.;  in  all,  4/.  6*.  Srf.     In  the  seventh,  which  is      *^     "     ' 
in  the  34th  and  35th  of  the  king,  and  in   the  three  v. 

following,  the  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth,  flax  is  omit- 
ted, and  wool  substituted  for  it,  and  then  the  claim  and 
allowance  stand  thus:  for  oblations,  30s.;  for  lamb 
and  calves,  46*.  8rf.;  for  wool  and  hemp,  10*.  The 
amount,  as  before,  4/.  6*.  8d.  In  the  last  of  these  accounts, 
that  of  the  37th  and  38th  Henry  8th,  all  these  arrears  are 
stated ;  and  it  is  further  stated,  that  the  vicar  had  applied 
to  the  council,  and  had  been,  by  them,  referred  to  the 
Court  of  Augmentations,  who,  upon  examination,  found 
that  these  tithes  appertained  to  the  vicarage ;  and  upon 
this,  the  vicar  and  the  accountant  are  discharged  of  the 
whole  arrears,  calculated  at  the  rate  of  4/.  6*.  Sd.  per  an- 
num. Immediately  afterwards,  the  grant  was  made  to 
Christ  Church;  it  is  dated  the  11th  December ^  in  the 
38th  year  of  that  reign. 

I  think  these  documents  prove  most  satisfactorily,  that  the 
vicar  was  entitled  to  certain  small  tithes  in  the  parish,  and, 
in  particular,  they  are  powerful  evidence  to  shew  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  tithes  of  lamb,  wool,  calves,  flax,  and  hemp, 
and  to  certain  oblations.  Other  evidence  in  the  cause  ren* 
ders  it  more  doubtful  over  what  districts  or  townships  this 
right  extended.  The  omission  of  flax  in  the  four  last  ac* 
counts,  and  of  wool  in  the  six  first,  only  shews  the  inaccu- 
racy which  occasionally  crept  into  these  documents.  I  did 
not  mention  the  first  of  these  accounts,  that  of  the  37th 
and  dSth  of  the  king.  There  have  been  placed  in  my 
hands,  three  papers,  purporting  to  be  extracts  or  repre- 
sentations of  this  first  account.  Two  of  them  in  Latin, 
which  do  not  mention  any  deduction,  the  other,  in  English, 
has  the  following  entry : — "  Deduct  2/.  6*.  8rf.  for  the 
tithes  of  lamb,  wool,  and  calves,  and  10*.  for  flax  and 
hemp,  and  1/.  10*.  for  oblations."  If  this  be  accurate,  it 
confirms  strongly  the  view  I  take  of  the  other  accounts.  It 
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ISdO.        mentions  both  wool  and  flax.     I  am  satisfied  tliat  these 
\,  ^    ^      entries  should  be  extended  to  both,  because  that  con- 

Masters 

V.  struction  agrees  with  much  of  the  other  evidence,  and 

therefore  I  ought  to  consider  the  omissions  as  mere  acci- 
dental errors.  I  think  then,  that  these  entries  afibrd 
strong  evidence  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  lamb  and 
wool,  and  calves,  flax  and  hemp,  and  whatever  may  be  co- 
vered by  the  word  "  oblations."  As  the  Ecclesiastical  Sur- 
vey, and  these  accounts,  do  not  limit  the  title  of  the  vicar 
to  any  particular  district,  I  think  I  must  consider  it  as  per- 
vading the  whole  parish,  till  the  contrary  be  shewn. 

The  next  head  of  evidence  to  which  I  shall  advert,  is 
the  leases.  Of  these  there  are  many — one  from  the  prio- 
ry, before  the  dissolution ;  one  from  the  king,  immediately 
afterwards ;  and  the  others  from  Christ  Churchy  after  the 
grant  to  that  college. 

As  the  vicarage  existed  long  before  the  earliest  of  these 
instruments,  neither  the  priory,  nor  the  king,  nor  the  col- 
lege, could  demise  more  than  remained  annexed  to  the 
rectory,  whatever  terms  they  used.  It  was  a  common  form 
to  demise  the  rectory  generally,  leaving  the  instruments  to 
be  construed  by  the  usage ;  but  sometimes,  as  a  precau- 
tion, they  inserted  an  exception  of  what  they  could  not  de- 
mise, and  occasionally,  among  these  exceptions,  are  found, 
what  they  conceived  to  belong  to  the  vicar.  These  ex- 
ceptions are  unquestionably  strong  evidence  for  the  vicar, 
and  against  the  rector,  whenever  they  contain  any  specific 
description. 

The  first  lease  to  be  mentioned  is,  the  lease  of  Henry 
8th,  to  one  Wallis,  in  the  29th  year  of  his  reign,  and  the 
year,  1538.  By  this,  he  demised,  for  twenty-one  years, 
in  the  most  general  terms ;  but,  among  other  exceptions, 
he  excepted  the  tithe  of  wool,  lamb,  flax,  and  hemp,  which 
are  represented  in  the  deed  as  belonging  to  the  vicar. 
There  then  follow  several  other  leases,  vix.,  one  in  1550, 
another  in  1565,  another  in  1594,  in  the  36th  of  EUxabeih. 
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In  this  the  vicar  is  mentioned  >  but,  probably »  by  mistake*         1830. 
One  of  the  articles  demised  is,  "  all  the  Easter  book  and      ^J]^]!^^ 
Lent  roll,  except  such  parts  thereof  as  belong  to  the  vicar."  «• 

What  is  meant  by  the  Easter  book,  and  Lent  roll,  does  . 
not  any  where  distinctly  appear,  and  can  only  be  conjectur- 
ed; but,  in  all  the  rest  of  the  evidence,  the  Easter  book  or 
Lent  roll,  whatever  it  may  mean,  is  confined  to  the  chapel- 
ry  of  Daresburjfy  though  the  parol  testimony  shews  that 
some  small  tithes  were  occasionally  collected  by  the  vicar 
from  certain  townships  comprised  in  the  chapelry.  Per- 
haps this  circumstance  may  account  for  the  phrase  in  the 
demise.  The  phrase  specifies  nothing,  and,  therefore, 
is  immaterial.  I  have  mentioned  it  chiefly  to  shew  that  it 
did  not  escape  my  attention. 

The  next  lease  is  more  important.  It  is  made  by  the 
college  to  the  Brooke  family,  and  is  dated  in  the  year 
161S,  the  9th  oi  James  the  First.  It  grants  to  Thomas 
Brooke  and  Sir  Richard  Brooke  the  rectory  of  Runcorn^ 
with  the  appurtenances,  for  three  lives,  with  various  ex- 
ceptions, and,  among  them,  one  concerning  the  vicar.  It 
is  thus  expressed :  ^'  AH  the  tithes  of  wool  and  lamb;  of 
flax  and  hemp;  the  oblations  oi  Easter;  all  tithes  of  calves, 
within  the  whole  parish  and  titheable  places  o{  Runcorn; 
all  the  tithes  of  Weston^  predial  as  well  as  personal,  and 
all  manner  of  other  tithes  which  the  now  vicar,  or  any 
other  vicar,  in  right  of  the  vicarage,  have  peaceably  re- 
ceived by  ancient  composition,  or  laudable  custom  or  pre- 
scription within  the  parish  oi  Runcorn^  This  is  a  distinct 
acknowledgment  by  the  college,  as  to  all  tithes  of  Weston^ 
and  also  as  to  wool,  lamb,  flax,  and  hemp,  Easter  offer- 
ings and  calves,  and  leaves  an  opening  to  evidence  as  to 
any  other  tithes,  by  the  general  words  which  are  used. 

The  next  lease  which  I  shall  mention,  is  one  dated 
M  Geo.  the  Third,  1796,  to  Thomas  Brooke  and  SirFo^- 
ter  Cunliffe.  This  was  the  lease  in  operation  at  the  time 
the  cause  of  Cunliffe  y.  Taylor  was  before  this  Court,  and 
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1830.  which  Chief  Baron  Thompson  examined,  and  madej  in 
Kasters  *^™®  Vespects,  the  foundation  of  his  opinion*  This,  like 
t^  the  other,  is  a  demise  of  the  rectory  in  general  terms,  with 

various  exceptions,  and,  among  them,  the  tithes  of  wool, 
lamb,  flax,  and  hemp,  and  all  the  offering  money  at  Etuter^ 
and  all  tithe  calves  in  the  titheable  places  of  Runcorn,  or 
any  part  thereof;  and  then  follows  an  exception  of  all 
tithes,  predial  and  personal,  in  fFesion,  and  all  other  tithes 
belonging  to  the  vicar,  in  right  of  the  vicarage  or  church, 
in  the  same  words  as  the  last*  I  have  the  same  observa- 
tion to  make  on  this  as  on  the  last,  that  is,  that  it  contains 
a  clear  acknowledgment  of  the  vicar's  right  to  all  tithes 
in  Weston,  and  to  the  tithes  of  wool,  lamb,  flax,  and  hemp, 
and  calves,  and  all  other  tithes  which  had  been  received 
by  the  vicar. 

The  leases  made  by  the  rector  would  seem  to  acknow- 
ledge the  right  of  the  vicar  to  all  the  tithes  of  the  specifi- 
ed description  throughout  the  parish.  But  there  is  ano- 
ther set  of  contemporaneous  leases  which  cannot  be  over- 
looked, and  which,  coupled  with  parol  evidence  of  usage, 
detract  extremely,  in  some  respects,  from  their  effect. 
I  have  mentioned  the  chapelry  of  Daresburtf,  which  ap* 
pears  to  extend  to  eleven  townships.  It  is,  I  think,  to  be 
inferred,  that  the  priory  reserved  to  themselves  at  the 
time  of  the  endowment  of  the  vicarage,  some  part  of  the 
ecclesiastical  emoluments  of  the  parish,  and  applied  part 
of  them  to  the  service  of  this  chapel.  All  the  provision  of 
the  chaplain  is  uniformly  considered  as  parcel  of  the  rec- 
tory, and  occasionally  granted  as  such  to  him  at  the  time 
of  his  appointment,  and  for  the  period  during  which  he 
shall  execute  its  duties.  It  does  not,  however,  appear, 
from  the  very  early  documents,  that  the  connection  be« 
tween  the  Lenten  roll  and  the  chapelry  had  then  begun. 

The  abbot  and  convent,  by  a  deed  dated  in  ISSI*,  the 
2dth  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  after  granting  to  one  Grims^ 
ditch  the  tithes  of  grain  and  hay  of  certain  townships,  grant 
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him  the  Lenten  roll  for  ninety-nine  years,  the  words  are         1830. 
these:  ** Necnan  omnia et singula  quadragesimalia  decima-      m  bt  rs 
lia  vel  imposterum  decimanda,  vocaia  le  Lenten  Roll,  infra     ^    «• 
parochiam  de  Daresbury  in  com.  pruedicto,  modo  in  tenur. 
veloccupatione  preefati  Thonue  Grimsditche"  In  the  36th 
of  Elix.  1594,  there  is  a  lease  to  Brereton  and  Egerton, 
which  I  have  already  noticed,  because  it  mentions  the  vicar. 
It  grants,  for  twenty-one  years,  the  tithes  of  com  and 
grain,  and  hay  and  grass,  in  a  variety  of  townships,  and 
then  "  all  the  Easter  book  and  Lent  roll,  except  such  part 
thereof  as  belong  to  the  vicar.*' 

Several  other  leases  are  produced  exactly  in  the  same 
terms.  In  1703  one  Henchman  having  been  nominated  cu- 
rate, in  1705,  two  years  afterwards,  a  lease  is  made  to  him, 
including  the  Lenten  roll  of  Daresburyt  for  twenty-one 
years.  In  1735,  a  gentleman  of  the  nameof^facititintwas 
nominated  to  the  curacy  o{  Daresbury ;  and,  in  174S,  the 
college  demise  to  Blackburn,  at  a  rent  of  4^.,  certain  great 
tithes,  and  then  "  all  the  Lenten  tithes  now  or  heretofore 
titheable,  or  after  to  be  tithed,  commonly  called  the  Easter 
roll  of  the  parish  of  Daresbwy,  heretofore  in  the  occu- 
pation of  Henchman,  for  twenty-one  years."  Mr.  Black- 
bum,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  this  lease  to  his  successor, 
upon  condition  that  he  paid  the  4/.  rent  to  the  college. 
The  last  lease  of  this  subject  is  a  demise,  dated  49  George 
the  Third,  in  the  year  1809,  by  which  the  college  grant 
to  Joseph  Scott,  then  curate,  certain  great  tithes,  and  the 
Lenten  roll,  to  hold  for  his  life,  if  he  should  so  long  con* 
tinue  curate. 

Such  is  the  documentary  evidence.  It  seems  impossible, 
with  such  evidence,  to  give  to  the  general  expression  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Survey,  the  meaning,  that  the  vicar  was  en- 
titled to  all  the  small  tithes  of  the  parish.  That  con- 
struction is  negatived  by  every  other  document  which  has 
been  produced.     But,  there  can  be  no  question,  that 
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1830.        every  one  of  those  documents  authorizes  us  to  presume 

""     ""     '      that  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey 

'      V.  was  composed  of  the  produce  of  Iambi  wool^  hemp,  flax, 

Fletcher.       ^^  ^j^^^^ 

I  must  now  proceed  to  inquire  what  effect  the  parol 
testimony  has  upon  the  question.  I  include  under  this 
head,  the  terriers  produced,  which  are  only  two,  one  in 
1698,  the  other  in  1778,  both  signed  by  the  vicar  and 
two  churchwardens;  and  the  last  has,  in  addition,  the  sig* 
nature  of  some  parishioners*  They  agree  in  almost  every 
particular.  They  both  purport  to  be  an  account  of  the 
profits  and  possessions  of  the  vicarage  only,  and  both 
mention  certain  customary  payments;  but,  as  I  am  not  now 
considering  any  question  of  modus,  it  will  be  more  per* 
tipicuous  not  to  notice  them,  but  to  presume,  that  when 
they  state  the  vicar  to  be  entitled  to  a  customary  payment 
in  lieu  of  tithes,  they  represent  him  as  entitled  to  that 
tithe.  They  represent  him  as  entitled  to  every  species  of 
tithe  in  the  township  of  fFeston»  In  Upper  and  Lower 
Runcorn^  they  give  him  the  £a^/^r .offerings — Sd.  for  every 
couple ;  1  rf.  for  every  widow  or  widower ;  1 W.  for  every  other 
person ;  calves,  wool,  lamb,  hemp,  and  flax,  agreeing,  as  to 
the  two  townships,  entirely  with  the  specification  in  the  do- 
cuments. In  Clifton,  they  give  him  a  modus  for  tithe  hay, 
and  another  modus  for  other  tithes,  duties,  and  rights.  The 
next  item  gives  him  wool  and  lamb  through  all  the  parish 
except  Ctifion,  and  Sir  R.  Brooke* s  demesnes  in  Norton; 
and  also  hemp  and  flax,  except  in  the  following  town- 
ships, Sutton,  Aston,  Aston  Grange,  Norton,  Stockham^ 
Moss-side,  Halton,  fFalton,  and  ThelwalL  Now,  it  must 
be  understood,  that  this  exception  means  only  that  the 
vicar  is  not  entitled  to  hemp  and  flax  in  kind  in  these 
townships,  and  can  have  no  other  construction,  because, 
in  subsequent  items,  the  terriers  describe  the  vicar  as  en- 
titled to  certain  money  payments,  in  every  one  of  these 
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townships^  in  lieu  of  tithes  of  hemp  and  flax.    The  same         1830. 
items  of  the  terriers  give  a  money  payment  for  tithes  of      maoters 
calves,  except  in  Halton  and  WaUon.  ^' 

Flbtchek. 

The  terrier  of  1796  states,  that  all  the  other  tithes 
throughout  the  residue  of  the  parish,  are  reputed  to  be- 
long  to  Christ  Church,  in  Oxford^  and  are  received  by 
their  several  lessees.  The  terrier  of  1779,  ajgreeing  in 
everything  else  with  that  of  1696,  omits  this  last  statement 
altogether.  These  terriers  strengthen  and  confirm  all  the 
documents  which  specify  the  vicarial  tithes.  They  almost 
entirely  correspond  with  them,  and  render  it  difficult  to 
put  upon  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey  the  construction,  that 
it  meant  the  whole  small  tithes  of  the  parish. 

I  must  now  proceed  to  that  which  is  strictly  parol  tes- 
timony. Before  I  proceed  to  examine  this  part  of  the 
subject,  I  must  dispose  of  the  question,  which  was  debated 
at  the  hearing,  as  to  the  admissibility,  as  evidence,  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  former  cause  of  Cufdiffe  v.  Taylor. 
The  depositions  in  that  cause  were  read  de  bene  esse,  in 
instances  in  which  the  witnesses  were  dead.  That  these 
depositions  were  legal  evidence  cannot,  I  think,  be  possi- 
bly controverted.  That  cause  was  between  the  same 
parties,  and  upon  the  same  point;  the  lessee  of  the  rec- 
tory was  the  plaintiff,  and,  in  addition  to  some  occupiers, 
the  vicar  was  a  defendant.  The  controversy  in  the  cause 
related  to  the  tithe  of  potatoes  in  several  of  the  townships, 
of  which  one,  namely  Halton,  is  in  question  now.  But 
it  is  evident,  from  the  pleadings,  the  depositions,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  pronounced  by  Chief  Baron 
Thompson,  that  the  rights  of  the  parties^  were  supposed 
chiefly  to  turn  on  a  more  general  question,  vix^  which  of 
these  two,  the  rector  or  the  vicar,  was  entitled,  generally, 
to  the  small  tithes  of  the  parish.  The  controversy  is  the 
same  in  this  case.  It  is  quite  plain,  that  the  question  was 
considered,  and  that  the  Court  had  a  strong  impression  in 
fiEivour  of  the  vicar. 
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1830.  But,  though  the  prevalence  of  this  opinion  in  the  mind 

Masters  ^^  ^^^  Chief  Baron  is  manifest,  it  seems  to  me  equally 
plain,  that  the  point  decided  was,  that,  whatever  might  be 
the  rights  of  the  dean  and  chapter  as  the  rector,  the  plain- 
tiff, their  lessee,  had  not,  by  his  lease,  any  title  to  the  tithe 
in  dispute,  the  tithe  of  potatoes:  if  it  belonged  to  the  rec- 
tor, it  remained  in  him,  and  was  not  demised. 

Though  this  was  the  point  on  which  the  decree  turned, 
the  depositions  are  not  the  less  evidence  between  the 
present  parties,  who  are  the  same;  and  the  same  point 
being  in  issue  between  them,  I  think  myself  bound  to  re- 
ceive the  depositions  in  the  former  case  as  evidence. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  state  the  testimony  in  detail. 
That  course  would  rather  confuse  and  perplex,  than  tend 
to  give  perspicuity  and  clearness  to  the  opinion  I  enter- 
tain, and  would  be  of  interminable  length.  There  are 
nearly  forty  examinations  in  the  old  cause,  and  above 
fifty  in  the  present  cause,  though  not  quite  so  many  wit- 
nesses, because  some  of  the  examinations  are  cross-ex- 
aminations; many  of  these  witnesses  express  themselves 
with  very  little  precision ;  many  profess  their  ignorance  of 
the  general  customs  of  the  parish,  and  speak  only  of  their 
own  particular  township.  Some,  speaking  from  ancient 
recollection,  fall  into  evident  mistakes;  it  is  sometimes 
difficult  to  decide  whether  the  witness  means  to  speak 
generally  of  the  parish,  or  of  some  particular  townships, 
or  of  what  townships. 

After  a  careful  collation  of  the  parol  evidence  in  both 
causes,  I  think  myself  entitled  to  assume,  that  certain  facts 
are  sufficiently  proved  to  be  acted  upon,  while  others  are 
left  in  doubt.  I  will  state  the  result  to  which  I  have  come, 
so  far  as  they  appear  to  me  to  be  material  to  the  decbion 
of  this  case* 

It  is,  I  think,  established,  so  as  not  to  be  subject  to  con- 
troversy, that  the  tithes  of  pigs  and  geese  throughout  tlie 
parish,  except  in  Weston,  were  received  by  the  general 
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lessee  of  the  rectory  in  right  of  the  rector.     I  think  it         1830. 
further  established  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence,  so       mastbm 
great  as  to  decide  it,  that  the  lessee,  by  the  like  authority,  «- 

-  ,  -  Fletchbb. 

received  almost  generally,  throughout  the  parish,  two 
small  payments,  called  the  smoke-penny  and  the  egg- 
penny.  I  think  it  quite  established,  that  the  curate  of 
Daresbury,  in  right  of  the  rector,  received  within  the 
chapelry,  that  is,  half  of  the  parish,  a  payment  for  a  calv- 
ing cow,  and  for  what  is  called  a  barren  cow,  and  that 
these  were  for  the  calf  and  milk  respectively.  I  think  it 
equally  well  proved,  that  the  vicar,  throughout  the  parish, 
received  the  tithe  of  wool  and  lamb;  and  I  think  that 
there  is  a  great  preponderance  of  testimony  to  shew,  that 
he  received  the  tithe  of  hemp  and  flax  also,  throughout 
the  parish,  so  that  I  must  consider  him  as  entitled  to  it. 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  in  like  manner  clearly  proved,  that 
no  tithes  of  turnips  or  agistment  have  been  habitually  paid 
to  any  body;  that  the  tithe  of  potatoes,  a  new  culture, 
was  in  dispute,  and  was  not  rendered  to  either  party  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  afford  any  evidence  upon  the  right; 
that,  after  the  decision  of  the  last  cause,  there  prevailed  a 
strong  opinion  in  the  parish,  that  the  dismissal  of  the 
lessee's  bill  had  established  the  vicar's  right  to  the  tithe  of 
this  article,  and  that  the  then  vicar,  AUeoet,  might  have 
received  it,  but  the  state  of  his  fortune,  and  the  generosity 
of  his  temper,  engaged  him  to  waive  his  supposed  right. 

I  have  now  stated  the  result  of  the  whole  evidence, 
which  has  appeared  to  me  to  be  material  to  the  principal 
question  I  have  to  dispose  of;  that  question  is,  whether 
the  vicar  has  shewn  a  title  to  those  tithes  he  claims,  but 
which  he  has  not  habitually  received.  I  have  examined  it 
the  more  anxiously,  because  the  late  Chief  Baron  Thompson 
had,  as  it  appears  to  me,  in  disposing  of  the  last  case,  that 
impression.  He  says,  that  the  ordinary  situation  of  the 
rector  and  the  vicar  is  in  this  case  reversed,  that  the 
vicar  has  the  primd  facie  right,  and  that  the  rector  must 
shew  the  exceptions.    I  regret  that  I  do  not  think  myself 
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1830.        concluded  by  the  decree  in  tliat  causej  and  that  I  am  com- 

Masterb      Polled  to  exercise  my  own  judgment  upon  the  point.    I  do 

V-  not  dispute  any  general  proposition  which  I  find  esta- 

Fletcher  •^    ^  ■      * 

blished.  It  is  the  general  rule^  that  the  rector  has  the 
common  law  right,  and  that  the  vicar  must  prove  his  case. 
I  think  it  also  the  rule»  that  when  the  vicar  produces  an 
endowment,  and  that  instrument  contains  a  gift  of  the 
small  tithes  in  general  terms,  the  grant  will  clothe  the 
vicar  with  a  primd facte  right  to  every  tithe  of  that  de« 
scription,  whether  neglected  or  newly  introduced ;  and  it 
is  thrown  upon  the  rector,  or  any  one  else  who  would 
narrow  or  limit  the  grant,  to  make  out  his  case. 

I  find  it  also  sufficiently  established,  that  though  no 
endowment  to  this  effect  can  be  produced,  its  ancient  ex* 
istence  may  be  inferred  from  usage.  As  it  is  a  matter  of 
inference  and  presumption,  it  must  depend  upon  circum- 
stances. The  circumstances  which  have  usually  afforded 
this  presumption,  I  will  state,  in  the  words  of  Chief 
Baron  Thompson  himself,  as  they  are  found  in  Byam  v. 
Booth,  in  1816,  reported  by  Mr.  Price  in  his  second  vo- 
lume (a):  ''  It  is  admitted,"  the  Chief  Baron  says,  "  that  the 
vicar  is  entitled  to,  and  has  received,  all  small  tithes,  ex- 
cept agistment,  and  no  other  person  has  been  shewn  to 
have  received'  that.  Now,  it  is  a  common  rule,  that  if 
you  shew  that  the  vicar  has  received  all  that  has  been 
paid,  he  must  be  taken  to  be  entitled,  not  only  to  those> 
but  all  others  of  new  introduction,  although  never  before 
paid.'*    To  this  I  subscribe  entirely. 

Apply  these  principles  to  this  case : — The  usage  is,  that 
the  vicar  has  received  the  tithes  of  wool.  Iamb,  flax,  and 
hemp,  throughout  the  parish,  and  tithe  calf  through  one 
half  of  the  parish;  and  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  lessees 
of  the  rectory  have  received  pigs,  geese,  smoke-penny, 
egg-penny,  and  the  tithe  of  calves  and  of  milk,  and  some 
personal  tithes,  through  the  other  half  of  the  parish. 

(a)  2  Price,  271 ;  3  Eagle  8c  Y.  725. 
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If  you  look  back  to  the  written  evidence^  you  will  find         1830. 
the  terriers  describing  him  as  entitled  to  certain  specified       „  ^ 

°  ^  ^  *^       ^  Masters 

titbesj  namely,  wool  and  lamb;  and,  in  certain  townships,  v. 

hemp,  flax,  and  calves;  and  the  earliest  of  these  terriers 
stating  the  reputation,  that  all  other  tithes  belong  to  the 
college.  They  give,  as  the  law  does,  the  general  right  to 
the  rector,  and  treat  the  vicar  as  entitled  by  exception. 

All  the  leases,  back  to  the  reign  of  Henry  the  8th, 
are,  in  substance,  to  the  same  effect.  The  grant  to  the 
lessee  is,  in  general  language,  of  the  rectory  with  its  ap- 
purtenances, and  the  exception  in  favour  of  the  vicar  is 
always  an  enumeration  of  specific  articles,  nearly  corres- 
ponding with  the  usage.  In  no  one  instance  is  the  reserva- 
tion of  the  small  tithes  in  general  terms.  Lastly,  there  is 
the  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  upon  which  so  much  reliance  has 
been  placed. 

Would  it  not  be  a  violent  construction  to  hold,  upon  the 
context  of  this  (the  Ecclesiastical  Survey),  that  decimis 
minutis  meant  the  whole  small  tithes,  in  defiance  of  the 
vast  body  of  evidence  opposed  to  this  construction?  The 
phrase  itself  does  not  necessarily  import  more,  than  that 
S7s.  of  the  emoluments  of  the  vicarage  arise  from  small 
tithes.  So  understood,  it  is  consistent  with  all  the  other 
documents*  and  with  the  usage;  in  the  other  sense,  it  is 
contradicted  by  all  of  them,  and  stands  alone. 

There  is,  therefore,  as  it  appears,  no  ground  to  impute 
any  thing  to  the  vicarage,  out  of  fPeston^  beyond  tithes  of 
wool  and  lamb,  flax  and  hemp^  of  the  whole  parish;  and 
the  tithe  of  calf  of  about  one  half  of  it. 

To  the  rectory  must  be  imputed  the  tithes  of  pigs  and 
geese  over  the  whole  parish,  except  Westonj  smoke-penny, 
egg-penny,  £a^er  offerings,  and  oblations,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  within  Daresbury;  the  tithes  of  calves  and  of  milk 
within  the  same  limits.  Upon  this  statement  of  the  facts,  the 
question  I  have  to  put  is,  whether,  in  the  language  of  Chief 
Baron  Thompson^  the  receipt  of  the  vicar  is  a  receipt  of 

VOL.  I.  E 
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1830.        all  that  has  been  paid,  so  as  to  authorize  the  presump- 
tion,  that  the  endowment  entitled  him  to  every  thing  neg* 
V,  lected,  and  to  every  thing  of  new  introduction ; — whether 

Fl  ETCHES. 

the  vicar  is,  in  respect  of  the  small  tithes,  in  the  situation 
of  rector.  The  statement  of  the  fact  is  an  answer  to  the 
question;  no  ground  is  laid  for  any  such  presumption. 
The  common  law  right  remains  in  the  rector,  and  the 
vicar  must  prove  his  case  in  the  usual  way.  In  Weston,  as 
I  have  already  said,  a  sufficient  ground  is  laid  for  the  pre- 
sumption. 

In  those  townships  within  the  chapelry  of  Daresbury 
in  which,  besides  the  pigs  and  geese  rendered  uniformly 
to  the  family  of  Brooke,  as  lessees  of  the  rectory,  the 
tithes  of  calves  and  milk,  by  money  payments  of  Qd.  and 
3J.,  together  with  other  oblations,  were  paid  either  to  one 
or  other  of  the  persons,  there  can  be  no  colour  for  the  pro- 
position. The  sole  question  to  be  seriously  considered  is, 
whether  it  would  be  proper  to  presume  it  as  to  the  town- 
ships not  within  the  chapelry,  and  excluding  Weston.  As  to 
them,  it  seems  to  me,  as  I  have  already  stated,  that  whatever 
tithes  of  lamb  and  wool,  flax,  hemp,  and  calves,  have  been 
rendered,  have  been  received  by  the  vicar,  and  his  receipt 
has  been  sufficiently  extensive  to  establish  his  title  to  them. 
But  even  there  he  has  received  nothing  more;  and  in  these 
very  townships,  pigs,  andgeese^  and  an  egg-penny  have  been 
received  by  the  lessee  in  right  of  the  rector,  together  with 
other  ecclesiastical  emoluments.  I  cannot,  therefore,  con- 
sider the  vicar*s  receipt  as  a  receipt  of  all  small  tithes  that 
were  rendered,  even  in  these  townships.  It  is  not  a  case, 
therefore,  for  the  general  presumption  stated  by  Chief 
Baron  Thompson.  I  can  find  no  other  circumstances 
capable  of  supplying  this  defect  in  the  vicar*s  case;  on 
the  contrary,  the  history  of  the  parish  increases  the  pro- 
bability, that  the  provision  for  the  vicar  was  of  a  limited 
description.  I  must  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  vicar 
has  shewn  no  general  right  to  the  whole  small  tithes 
of  any  portion  of  the  parish  except  Weston. 
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I  come  now  to  the  next  part  of  the  case,  which  regards         \^30. 
the  moduses.    It  will  be  convenient  to  commence  with  the      masters 
questions  respecting  the  relief  to  be  granted  against  the  «. 

respective  defendants. 

The  two  first  defendants  are  Fletcher  and  Banks.  They 
occupy  in  IVesion  and  Runcorn*  I  do  not  discover  in 
which  of  the  Runcorns,  whether  Higher  or  Lower.  I  do 
not  think  this  uncertainty  material.  They  both  seem  sub- 
ject to  the  same  customs.  Firsts  as  to  fFieston,  I  repeat, 
that  the  vicar  has  an  undisputed  and  indisputable  title  to 
every  sort  of  tithe  in  Weston.  The  plaintiff  must  have  a 
decree  against  them,  for  clover  and  other  grass,  turnips,  and 
agistment,  and  potatoes  if  he  chooses.  To  the  other  tithes 
claimed  by  the  bill  against  these  defendants,  they  rely  up- 
on moduses.  These  tithes  are  hay,  calves,  and  milk,  lamb, 
and  wool.  They  aver  that  Sd.  is  payable  for  a  calf^  Id. 
for  every  cow  in  lieu  of  milk,  3d,  for  every  lamb,  and  Id. 
for  every  fleece  of  wool.  As  to  the  hay,  they  say  that  2s. 
is  payable  for  every  acre  of  upland,  and  4fS.  for  every  acre 
of  salt  marsh  meadow,  in  lieu  of  the  hay  made  from  them, 
and  of  agistment  upon  them.  I  have  already  stated  that 
I  think  there  is  no  evidence  to  establish  these  hay  moduses. 
The  plaintiff  must,  therefore,  have  a  decree  for  the  tithe 
hay  in  Weston. 

As  to  the  other  moduses,  I  will  state  the  result  without 
naming  the  witnesses  or  reading  their  particular  expres- 
sions. I  am  quite  satisfied  with  the  result,  though  there 
is  hardly  any  result  which  is  not  opposed  by  some  expres- 
sion of  some  one  witness  or  other.  I  have  adopted  what 
is  established  by  so  great  a  preponderance  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  of  the  truth  of  the  conclusion  to  which 
I  have  come,  and  to  justify,  in  my  judgment,  the  course  I 
intend  to  take. 

First,  I  think  all  the  parol  testimony,  both  in  the  old 
and  in  the  present  cause,  shews  that  these  payments  were 
actually  made.    In  no  one  instance,  that  I  have  perceived, 
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1830.        is  it  stated  that  the  payment  was  made  in  kind ;  and  wher- 

Masters      ^^^^  ^^^  witness  expresses  himself  so  as  to  explain  in  what 

«'  mode  the  tithe  was  rendered  to  the  vicari  he  mentions  these 

Fletcher. 

identical  payments.  The  object  of  many  of  the  interroga- 
tories being  rather  to  ascertain  to  wham  the  tithe  was  paid^ 
than  how,  the  witnesses  often  say  no  more  than  that  it  was 
rendered  to  the  vicar  or  to  the  curate ;  but  as,  wherever  it 
is  specified,  which  it  is  in  many  instances,  the  specification 
presents  to  our  view  those  identical  payments,  and,  not  un- 
frequently,  it  is  from  the  very  same  witness.  I  cannot  con- 
sider that  general  language  as  any  contradiction  to  the 
positive  evidence  of  these  money  payments*  I  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  parol  testimony  proves  them. 

The  parol  testimony  goes  a  great  way  back:  many  of 
the  witnesses  being  very  old  persons,  and  informed  by  still 
older  persons  then  dead.  If  there  were  no  evidence  but 
what  is  parol,  I  should  think  it  impossible  to  resist  the  in- 
ference that  these  payments  ought  to  be  established  as 
moduses.  But  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  terriers  are  op- 
posed to  this  hypothesis;  they  both  state  that,  in  the  two 
RuncamSf'vfool,  lamb,  hemp,  and  flax,  are  received  in  kind, 
and  that  M.  was  paid  for  a  calf.  I  think  the  true  con- 
struction of  what  they  say  as  to  Weston  is,  that  all  were 
rendered  in  kind;  though  I  cannot  say  that  this  is  clear  of 
doubt,  because,  in  speaking  of  Runcorn,  they  use  the  ex- 
pression *'in  kind,"  and  do  not  use  it  as  to  Weston.  All 
the  other  documentary  evidence,  the  Ecclesiastical  Surveys 
the  Minister's  accounts,  and  the  leases,  are  equivocal,  be* 
cause  they  are  silent,  and  have  nothing  upon  the  face  of 
them  distinctly  to  decide  the  point.  They  are  capable  of 
receiving  either  one  construction  or  the  other  from  collat- 
eral or  subsequent  testimony. 

The  case  comes  to  this,  that  the  two  terriers  are  opposed 
to  the  parol  testimony  carried  a  long  way  back,  and  even, 
I  conceive,  beyond  the  date  of  the  last  of  these  terriers,  that 
is,  beyond  1778.    In  these  circumstances,  what  is  it  fit  for 
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the  Court  to  do?  To  take  upon  itself  the  decision  of  this         1830. 
qaestion?    It  appears  to  me  to  be  the  very  occasion  in      ~.  ' 
which  the  aid  of  a  Jury  should  be  required  by  the  Court*     _     o. 
There  is  no  legal  objection  to  any  of  the  moduses.  It  had 
formerly  been  held,  that  S(L  for  a  lamb  was  rank,  but  that 
opinion  appears  afterwards  to  have  been  overruled. 

The  question,  therefore,  is  on  the  fact,  and  on  the  in- 
ference which  ought  to  be  drawn  in  this  case  of  conflicting 
testimony.  It  is  proper  for  a  Jury,  and  what  I  ought  to 
do,  is,  if  the  vicar  desires  it,  to  direct  an  issue  on  the  mo- 
duses of  Scf.  for  a  calf;  Id.  for  a  cow,  in  lieu  of  milk;  Sd,  for 
a  lamb;  and  Id,  for  a  fleece.  If  he  rejects  it,  to  dismiss 
his  bill  as  to  these  tithes,  so  far  as  respects  Weston. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  must  take  the  same  course  as  to 
the  two  Runcorns:  in  all  respects  but  one,  the  evidence, 
as  to  these  two  townships,  is  the  same  as  the  evidence  re- 
specting Weston.  In  one  particular  it  is  more  favourable 
to  the  vicar.  The  terriers  expressly  mention,  that,  in  these 
townships,  lamb  and  wool,  and  hemp  and  flax,  are  rendered 
in  kind,  and  that  4td.  is  paid  for  a  calf.  The  terrier  of 
1778  so  states;  but  much  parol  testimony  says  otherwise. 
It  is  for  a  Jury  to  decide  how  far  these  terriers  are  con- 
clusive. The  bill  must  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  it  seeks 
tithes  of  hay,  clover,  and  other  grass,  of  turnips  and  agist- 
ment, in  Runcorn;  and  potatoes,  if  it  be  sought. 

The  defendant  Prescott  occupies  only  in  the  Runcorns. 
What  I  have  said  on  these  townships,  as  applied  to  Banks 
and  Fletcher f  disposes  of  the  case  as  to  Prescott. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  it  seeks  an  account 
of  hay,  clover,  and  grass,  agistment,  and  potatoes.  The 
question  as  to  calves,  milk,  lamb,  and  wool,  may  be  tried  in 
an  issue,  if  desired  by  the  vicar.  However,  I  ought  to 
mention  that  Prescott^  with  some  other  defendants  who 
answered  with  him,  pleaded  a  modus  of  M.  for  a  calf,  and 
not  Sd.  They  adopt  the  representation  in  the  terriers. 
But  the  whole  of  the  parol  evidence  speaks  of  Sd.  as  the 
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I8d0.        niddUs  for  a  calf,  as  paid  de  facto  for  many  years.  I  musC, 
therefore,  either  decree  the  tithes  in  kind  in  respect  of 
9.  calves  against  him,  or,  disregarding  his  plea,  give  him  the 

benefit  of  the  evidence.  I  think  I  am  warranted  by  au« 
thorities  in  declining  to  make  a  decree  for  tithes  in  kind 
in  opposition  to  so  much  evidence  of  a  modus,  especially  as 
some  part  of  this  evidence  is  produced  by  the  plaintiff. 
I  allude  to  ScoH  v.  Fenwick^  to  be  found  in  Gtaitt.  IUSO, 
from  Chief  Baron  Skfftmer*s  manuscript.  The  testimony 
I  refer  to,  as  being  the  plaintiff*'s  evidence,  is  that  of  Mr. 
Sewellf  nephew  and  collector  for  the  late  vicar  AUcock. 

Saunders^  Buhner ^  or  Balmer,  and  Hatton,  answer  joint- 
ly with  Prescott,  and  make  the  same  defence*  Saunders 
occupies  in  Halton,  which,  in  some  parts  of  these  volum- 
inous  proceedings,  is  stated  as  being  within  the  chapelry ; 
but  as  Saunders  himself  does  not  say  so  in  his  answer,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  pleads  a  modus  of  4c/.  for  a  calf,  I  shall 
take  it  as  he  puts  it. 

Balmer  occupies  in  Acton  Grange^  which  is  within  the 
chapelry. 

Peter  Hatton  occupies  in  Aston,  which  is  not  within 
the  chapelry,  but  in  the  same  situation  with  the  township 
of  Runcorn, 

Upon  these  facts,  as  to  Saunders  and  Peter  Hatton, 
who  are  to  be  taken  as  not  within  the  chapelry,  and, 
therefore,  as  in  the  same  situation  with  the  Runcorns,  the 
same  decree  must  be  made  as  against  Prescott,  that  is,  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  it  seeks,  against  them, 
tithes  of  turnips,  potatoes,  and  agistment,  and  issues  di- 
rected as  to  calves,  milk,  wool,  lambs,  and  fleece.  The  vicar 
would  have  been  entitled,  if  he  had  demanded  it,  to  an  ac- 
count for  hemp  and  flax,  but  he  does  not  require  it. 

Balmer  occupies  in  Acton  Grange,  which  is  both  stated 
by  him,  and  proved,  to  be  within  the  chapelry;  and  6</.  for 
a  calf  and  Zd.  for  a  barren  cow,  as  it  is  called,  but  which 
appears  to  be  for  milk,  have  been  paid  to  the  curate. 
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The  decree,  therefore,  must  be  the  same  in  his  case  as         1830 
the  other,  except  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  not  only 
as  to  agistment,  turnips,  and  potatoes,  but  also  as  to  calves  v. 

and  milk.  ^"""""*- 

The  next  answer  is  that  of  Samuel  Beycrqfif  James 
Diichfieldf  and  TAomas  Banner:  Beycroft  occupies  in  the 
township  of  Nation;  DUchfieldf  in  Thehoall;  and  Banner, 
in  the  township  of  Daresbury.  All  these  are  clearly 
within  the  chapelry.  The  tithes  sought  against  them  by  the 
bill,  are  calves,  milk,  lambs,  wool,  agistment,  turnips,  and 
potatoes.  The  vicar  is  not  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  agist- 
ment, turnips,  and  potatoes,  upon  the  principle  I  have 
stated  much  at  length,  nor  to  calves  and  milk,  because 
these  tithes  have  been  rendered  to  the  curate  as  lessee  of 
the  rectory ;  and  they  deny  having  had  lambs  and  wool, 
and  I  do  not  see  there  is  any  proof  contradicting  the  an- 
swer. The  bill,  therefore,  must  be  dismissed  against  them 
generally. 

The  last  is  Sir  Richard  Brooke^  who  occupies  in  Nor" 
ion*  Norton  is  not  in  the  chapelry.  The  same  tithes  de- 
manded against  other  defendants  generally,  are  demand- 
ed against  him,  that  is,  calves,  milk,  lambs,  and  wool, 
agistment,  turnips,  and  potatoes.  The  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed against  him,  upon  the  principle  I  have  stated  as  to 
agistment,  turnips,  and  potatoes,  no  vicar  ever  having  re- 
ceived these  articles.  He  pleads,  as  to  calves,  the  modus 
of  4cf.  for  a  calf,  as  the  other  defendants;  I  have  already 
explained  why  I  treat  this  as  if  8c/.  had  been  pleaded. 
As  to  the  remaining  tithes  demanded  of  him,  namely, 
milk.  Iamb,  and  wool,  he  sets  up  no  modus  whatever.  He 
does  not  mention  the  Sd.  for  a  lamb,  and  \d.  for  a  fleece, 
as  the  other  defendants  do;  what  he  says  is,  that  certain 
parts  of  his  possessions,  which  he  specifies,  were  the  de- 
mesnes of  the  priory,  that  Christ  Church  is  the  grantor, 
and  he  himself  is  the  lessee  of  Christ  Church,  as  a  discharge 
of  tithes^     This  is  nothing. 
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18dO.  It  is  not  proved  that  the  lands  in  question  were  the  de- 

Masters      "**^snes.   Again,  it  does  not  appear  that  this  was  one  of  the 
V.  greater  monasteries.     The  defence  is  more  plausibly  putj 

when  it  is  said,  that  Sir  Richard  Brooke  claims  the  tithe 
in  question  as  belonging  to  the  rectory.  Certainly,  it  is 
not  probable  that  the  vicar  was  endowed  of  the  tithe  aria* 
ing  from  the  demesne  of  the  priory.  But  much  evidence 
contradicts  the  probability.  The  terriers  speak  of  a  pay- 
ment of  6s,  8d,  made  by  Brooke;  and  two  witnesses  in  the 
old  cause  speak  of  the  same  payment^  and  one  of  themj 
Samuel  Dodd,  says  it  was  made  for  Sir  Richard  Brooke's 
small  tithes. 

Under  these  circumstancesj  especially  as  there  is  no 
evidence  that  the  lands  stated  were  the  demesnes  of  the 
priory,  I  see  no  reason  for  withdrawing  in  this  case,  the 
lands  in  the  occupation  of  Sir  Richard  Brooke  from  the 
common  lot  of  the  parish.  There  must  be,  therefore,  the 
same  decree  against  him,  as  an  occupier,  as  against  the 
other  occupiers,  with  this  difference,  that,  having  pleaded 
no  defence  to  the  lamb  and  wool,  as  the  other  occupiers 
have  done,  he  must  account  for  these  tithes  without  pre- 
judice to  his  insisting  hereafter  upon  the  same  defence  of 
modus,  on  which  the  other  defendants  rely. 

Such  is  my  view  of  this  voluminous,  complicated,  and 
confused  case.  As  to  the  great  general  question,  whether 
the  vicar  has  shewn  a  right  to  the  whole  small  tithes  of  the 
parish,  or  any  division  of  it,  I  conclude,  that  he  has  shewn 
it  as  to  Wesion,  and  that  he  has  not  shewn  it  any  where 
else.  That  every  where,  out  of  the  chapelry,  he  has  shewn 
a  title  to  lamb,  wool,  calves,  milk,  hemp,  and  flax;  but  not 
to  calves  and  milk  within  the  chapelry ;  hemp  and  flax  are 
not  in  issue  in  the  cause,  and  are  not  demanded  against  any 
person. 

There  is  stated  and  proved  a  customary  payment  for  lamb 
and  wool  with  sufiicient  uniformity  to  render  it  unfit  that 
any  decree  should  pass  for  an  account,  without  an  issue ; 
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and,  in  like  mannerj  for  calves  and  milk  for  those  townships         1830. 
which  are  within  the  domain  of  the  vicar  and  not  of  the  cu-      "^     ^^     ' 

'r»i  t       1.  i  1  Masters 

rate.     1  he  accounts  are  meant  to  be  directed  upon  these  «. 

principles,  and  the  rest  of  the  decree  to  be  founded  upon 
them. 

As  the  vicar  has  failed,  it  would  follow  that  he  should 
so  far  pay  the  costs,  and  that  the  costs  should  be  sus- 
pended, so  far  as  the  decision  on  the  rights  is  suspend- 
ed. But  I  cannot  conceal  from  myself  that  my  conclusion 
is  directly  opposed  to  that  of  the  Court  in  the  cause  of 
CunUffe  V.  Taylor*  The  evidence  is  somewhat  different, 
instruments  have  been  produced  which  either  were  not 
produced,  or  not  adverted  to,  upon  that  occasion,  and  the 
parol  evidence  is  much  more  extensive,  all  the  new  evi- 
dence being  added  to  the  old.  The  difference  of  opinion 
may  proceed  from  this  change  in  the  circumstances.  It  is 
quite  clear,  however,  that  the  last  decree  excited  a  gene- 
ral and  strong  impression  in  the  parish,  that  the  vicar  was 
entitled  to  all  the  small  tithes:  well  it  might.  His  present 
claim  and  present  bill  were  founded  on  that  impression. 

As  the  vicar  and  the  parish  acted  upon  the  impression 
received  from  the  Court,  I  think  I  ought  to  use  the  dis- 
cretionary power  often  exercised  in  Courts  of  equity,  in 
giving  no  costs  to  either  party  up  to  the  present  time.  I 
shall  say  nothing  of  the  future  costs. 
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1830. 

Wedntday^     The  Rev.  Henry  Gylby  Lonsdale,  Clerk,  Plaintiff; — 
Nov,  iotk.        Henry  Heaton,  Richard  Blizard,  William  Clarke, 

Robert  Walker,  Thomas  Walker,  John  Walker, 
/.  John   Jackson,    Christopher  Lancaster,   Robert 
Tetlow,  Isaac  Blizard,  Henry  Inskip,  and  John 
y  //^.  /^'^'     Sanderson,  Defendants. 

Evidence  of  re-  xSiLL  by  the  rector  of  Bollen  juxta  Bolland,  in  the 
^hl^'m^Tn^ot  ^^'^  ^'*>ff  of  York,  against  occupiers  of  land  in  the  rec- 
a  farm  modiu,    torv,  for  an  account  and  satisfaction  of  all  tithes,  great  and 

u  inadmissiblei  n     *»  ,^ 

on  the  ground     small,  from  March,  18S6. 

evident  ^"not        The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated  that  the  Rev. 

admiMibie  on      Richard  Dawson,  Clerk,  the  late  rector  of  the  parish, 

a  question  of  '  '  /    * 

private  right.  died  on  the  28th  February,  1826,  at  the  age  of  eighty- 

and  in  obedi- '  three  years,  and  upwards.   That,  pending  the  illness  of  the 

^i"  IhJ'^vi.  «*'^  Richard  Dawson,  and  a  few  days  before  his  death, 

denceofoid  and  in  contemplation  thereof,  John  Pcmberton  Heywood, 

persons,  who  j      •  i_     i  i 

deposed  to  hav-  IiiSq.,  contracted  With  the  owner  of  the  advowson  for  the 
pafenbandreia-  purchase,  for  a  sum  of  moucy,  of  the  next  presentation  to 
tions,  and  other  ^^g  living,  with  the  intention  of  presenting  the  plaintiff*,  on 
dead,  state  that  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Dawson ;  and  that  the  plain- 
modus  was  tiff*  acted  as  the  agent  of  John  Pemberton  Heywood,  in 
8pec*t**of  a"pM-  ®"^^  negotiation,  and  was  acquainted  with  all  the  particu- 

ticular  farm, 
was  rejected. 

Where  certain  payments,  alleged  to  be  farm  moduses,  were  proved  by  persons  who  had  known 
the  farms  for  many  years,  some  of  them  more  than  half  a  century,  and  who  had  actually  occupied  the 
farms,  to  have  been  uniformly  paid  to  the  rector,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  alleged  to  be 
covered  by  the  moduses: — Heldy  that  the  moduses  were  not  so  clearly  disproved  by  several  terriers, 
signed  by  the  rector,  churchwardens,  and  inhabitants,  containing  entries  to  the  following  eSect — 
*'  Tithe  rents  due  to  the  rector^  352.  16f.  IM,"  "  The  titties  due  to  the  rector,  are  small  tithes, 
Easter  offerings,  and  great  tithes,  far  tohich  last  a  composition  tithe  rent  throughout  the  parish 
is  at  present  paid  to  the  rector,"  as  to  authorize  the  Court,  sitting  in  equity,  to  overrule  them  and 
to  disregard  the  evidence  of  usage  upon  which  they  were  founded;  and  the  terriers  being  evident- 
ly erroneous  in  some  particulars,  the  Court  refused  a  decree  for  an  account  of  tithes  in  kind,  but  of- 
fered the  rector  an  issue,  or  to  retain  his  bill  for  a  year,  with  liberty  to  bring  an  action. 

Where  terriers  state  the  rector  to  be  entitled  to  the  small  tithes  of  the  parish,  the  expression  is 
so  general  and  indefinite,  as  not  to  exclude  the  possibility  of  the  existence  of  money  payments,  in 
lieu  of  the  small  tithes ;  and  therefore,  where  terriers  so  stated,  but  the  parol  testimony  proved 
money  payments,  for  nearly  a  century  back,  in  lieu  of  certain  small  tithes,  a  decree  for  tithes  in 
kind  of  those  articles  was  refused,  and  the  rector  left  to  an  issue  or  action. 

A  modus  of  one  egg  for  every  hen,  and  two  eggs  for  every  cock,  kept  on  the  farm  of  the  occu- 
pier, in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  Uie  tithes  of  the  eggs  produced  by  such  hens,  held  void. 
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lars  thereof.     That  it  was  understood  and  believed  by  the         1830. 
parties,  that  the  said  Richard  Dawson  was  then  dying,  " 

and  that  about  ten  days  only  before  his  death,  the  owner  «. 

of  the  advowson  conveyed  the  next  presentation  to  Hey" 
wood,  who  paid  the  purchase-money  for  the  same,  and, 
upon  the  death  of  Dawson,  presented  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendants  submitted  that  the  presentation  of  the  plaintiff 
was  simoniacal  and  void,  and  that  his  institution  and  in- 
duction were  also  void,  and  that  he  had  never  been,  and 
was  not  the  lawful  rector  of  the  parish;  and  they  insist- 
ed upon  such  matters  in  bar  of  his  claim,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  they  had  pleaded  the  same  to  the  plaintiff's 
biU. 

The  several  defendants  also  set  up  farm  moduses,  for 
their  several  and  respective  farms,  and  which  farm  moduses 
they  alleged  to  cover  the  tithes  of  corn,  hay,  calves,  wool, 
and  lamb.  The  defendants  also  insisted  on  the  parochial 
moduses  following,  vix,  2d.  for  every  milch  cow,  called  a 
new  cow,  that  is,  a  cow  which  has  had  a  calf  within  the 
year,  kept  and  depastured  upon  the  lands  of  occupiers, 
within  the  said  parish  and  rectory^  in  lieu  and  satisfaction 
of  the  tithe  of  the  milk  of  such  milch  cow;  Id.  for  every 
far  cow  or  strip,  that  is,  a  milch  cow  that  has  not  had  a 
calf  within  the  year,  kept  and  depastured  upon  the  lands 
of  such  occupiers  respectively,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of 
the  tithe  of  such  far  cow  or  strip,  and  the  milk  thereof; 
Id.  for  every  foal  had  upon  the  lands  of  such  occupiers, 
respectively,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithe  of  such  - 
foal;  Id.  for  every  hive  of  bees,  had  on  the  farm  of  such 
occupiers  respectively,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes 
of  the  honey  and  wax  of  such  bees ;  one  egg  for  every  hen, 
and  two  eggs  for  every  cock,  kept  on  the  farms  of  such 
occupiers  respectively,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes 
of  the  eggs  produced  by  such  hens,  and  all  which  paro- 
chial moduses  the  defendants  stated  to  be  payable  at  Eas- 
ier, in  every  year,  or  as  soon  after  as  demanded.    All  the 
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1830.         defendants  stated  that  they  had  paid  the  several  modusea 
LoKftOALB      ^^  ^  period  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

Hbaton.  jyir^  Rose,  Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Lynch^  for  the 

plaintiff. 

Mr.  Boieler,  and  Mr.  Monro^  for  the  defendants. 

For  the  plaintiff,  evidence  was  given  of  his  presentation^ 
institution,  and  induction;  and  passages  from  the  answer^ 
admitting  the  occupation  by  the  defendants,  and  their 
perception  of  titheable  matters,  were  read. 

For  the  defendants  many  old  witnesses  were  examin* 
ed,  who  deposed  to  the  antiquity  of  the  fitrms,  and  to  the 
boundaries  being  the  same  in  modem  as  in  former  times. 
Several  of  these  witnesses  also  proved  the  actual  payment 
of  the  farm  moduses,  many  years  back;  some  of  the  wit- 
nesses deposing  to  having  themselves  actually  occupied 
the  farms  forty  or  fifty  years  before,  and  having  paid  the 
moduses;  others  of  the  witnesses  deposing  to  the  farms 
having  been  occupied  by  relations  or  other  persons,  whom 
they  had  seen  pay  the  farm  moduses  in  question. 

The  defendants  also  offered  to  give  in  evidence  the  tes- 
timony of  certain  witnesses,  who  deposed  to  having  heanT 
their  deceased  parents  and  relations,  who  had  many  years 
ago  occupied  the  farms  in  question,  say,  that  the  moduses 
in  question  were  payable  and  paid  by  the  occupiers  for 
the  time  being  of  the  said  farms,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of 
corn,  hay,  calves,  wool,  and  lambs. 

The  last-mentioned  evidence  was  objected  to,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  as  being  evidence  of  reputation  of  a 
private  right,  which,  it  was  insisted,  was  not  admissible. 
Morewood  v.  fVood  (a),  Weekes  v.  Sparke  (6),  JFhite  v. 
Lisle  (c),  and  Pritchet  v.  Honeybome  (d). 

(a)  14  East,  327,  n.  (c)  4  Madd.  214;  3  £.  &  Y.  960. 

{h)  1  Maule  k.  Sel.  679.  {d)  1  Younge  &  J.  135. 
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For  the  reception  of  the  evidence,  it  was  contended  by         1830. 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  Morewood  v.  Wood      I     ^""^^ 

'  Lonsdale 

was  on  a  question  of  a  right  to  dig  stone  on  the  lord's  _  «. 
waste  as  annexed  to  a  particular  estate.  That  a  difference 
prevailed  on  the  circuits  with  respect  to  the  admission  of  such 
evidence.  That  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement  to  dig  stones 
for  twenty  years,  would  give  the  right,  but  not  so  with  re- 
spect to  tithes.  That,  in  Weekes  v.  Sparke^  it  would 
appear  to  be  admitted,  that  a  farm  modus  was  an  except- 
ed case.  That,  in  many  cases,  a  modus  could  not  be  es- 
tablished except  by  evidence  of  reputation.  Austen  v. 
Piggott  (a),  Moore  v.  Bullock  (6),  Fielder  v.  MeyneU{ci. 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  can  do  nothing  else  in  this  case 
than  follow  what  I  consider  to  be  the  rule  on  this  subject, 
and  which  I  have  already  acted  upon,  and  know  to  be  in 
accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the  other  Judges.  All  I 
can  do  is,  if  the  defendants  desire  it,  to  put  this  question 
in  a  proper  course  for  argument  before  another  tribunal. 

Evidence  rejected. 

In  support  of  the  farm  moduses,  and  of  the  parochial  mo- 
duses,  the  defendants  gave  in  evidence  two  terriers;  one 
dated  in  1764<,  and  the  other  in  1770,  both  containing  the 
following  entry,  under  the  head  tithes: — ''  The  tithes  due 
to  the  rector  are,  small  tithes,  Easter  offerings,  and  mo- 
duses in  lieu  of  all  general  tithes  payable  out  of  the  lands 
throughout  the  whole  parish."  The  defendants  also  prov- 
ed, by  many  old  witnesses,  the  payment  of  the  parochial 
moduses,  and  the  general  reputation  that  such  moduses 
were  payable  in  respect  of  the  articles  stated  by  the  answer 
to  be  covered  by  such  moduses. 

(fl)  Cio.  Eliz.  736;  Moo.  911;      297. 
1  Eagle  &  Y.  151.  (c)  2  MK^leland  &  Younge. 

(6)Cro.Jac.501;  1  Eagle  &Y. 
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I8d0.  For  the  rector,  and  to  rebut  the  evidence  of  the  defend- 

^    "     ^      antSy  were  produced  several  terriers,  signed  by  the  rector, 
V.  churchwardens,  and  some  of  the  inhabitants;  all  of  them 

mentioned  the  rector's  right  to  glebe  lands,  but  none  of 
them  referred  to  tithes  as  payable  to  him.  The  first  ter- 
rier was  dated  in  1684,  and  contained  the  following  entry : 
— **  Tithe  rents  due  to  the  rector ^  3bL  I6s,  lOd.  The  next 
terrier,  which  was  dated  in  1690,  after  noticing  the  rector's 
right  to  the  glebe  lands,  contained  the  following  words: — 
"  In  tythe  rent  to  the  parson,  852.  per  annumJ'*  Terriers, 
dated  respectively,  1693,  1716,  1743,  1748,  and  two  with- 
out date,  all  of  which  noticed  the  glebe  lands,  but  made 
no  mention  of  tithes.  A  terrier,  dated  S6th  June,  1677, 
signed  by  Richard  Dawson,  the  rector,  two  churchward- 
ens, (one  named  Isaac  Blizzard),  and  four  principal  inhab- 
itants, containing  the  following  passage: — "  The  tithes 
due  to  the  rector  are,  small  tithes,  Easter  offerings,  and 
great  tithes,  for  which  last  a  composition  tithe  rent 
throughout  the  parish  is  at  present  paid  to  the  rector.'* 
Terriers,  of  the  years  1781,  1786,  1809,  1817,  and  1825, 
being  almost  verbatim  copies  of  the  lease  of  26th  June, 
1 777,  were  also  produced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff*. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that  the  moduses 
were  not  supported  by  any  satisfactory  evidence,  there 
being  no  actual  documents  produced,  nor  even  any  re- 
ceipts for  the  moduses. — That  the  parol  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  was  irreconcilable  with  the  two 
terriers  produced  by  them,  and  wholly  at  variance  with 
the  terriers  proved  by  the  plaintiffs. — That  the  greater 
part  of  the  witnesses  were  ignorant  persons,  the  depositions 
of  nearly  the  whole  of  them  being  signed  by  them  as  marks- 
men, and  nearly  all  the  witnesses  appeared  to  be  related 
to  or  connected  with  some  of  the  defendants.— That  the 
Court  would  not  be  satisfied  with  parol  evidence  alone,  with- 
out any  documents  or  deeds,  the  evidence  being  most 
meagre  and  unsatisfactory. — That  there  was  no  evidence 
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of  the  antiquity  of  the  farm,  nor  of  the  payments. — ^That  on         ^830. 
all  occasions  in  which  fann  moduses  had  been  establishedi      lonsdalb 
some  title  deeds  had  been  produced:  and  the  case  had  not  ^' 

Heaton. 

depended,  as  the  present  did,  on  the  evidence  of  two  or 
three  witnesses. — That  the  character  of  the  payment  was  not 
proved,  for  there  was  no  evidence  that  it  was  paid  or  re- 
ceived as  a  modus,  though  the  witnesses  took  upon  them- 
selves to  swear  that  it  was  a  modus. — That  the  terriers 
shewed  there  was  no  modus  payable  in  respect  of  any 
small  tithes;  and  the  payment  in  respect  of  the  great 
tithes  would  appear  to  have  been  only  a  temporary  com- 
position.— That,  in  Mytton  v.  Harris  (a),  terriers  stating 
that  tithe  of  hay  was  payable  in  kind,  signed  by  the  rec* 
tor,  churchwardens,  overseers,  and  some  of  the  parish- 
ioners, were  held  good  evidence,  to  rebut  the  presumption 
of  a  farm  modus,  though  there  was  proof  of  a  money  pay- 
ment having  been  uniformly  rendered  within  living  me- 
mory, and  there  was  no  evidence,  except  the  terriers,  even 
of  reputation,  of  the  tithe  having  been  taken  in  kind ;  that 
Myiton  v.  Harris  was  cited  and  approved  of  in  Drake  v. 
Smiih  (6),  both  in  this  Court  and  in  the  House  of  Lords; 
and,  in  Noel  v.  Lee^  on  a  rector's  bill,  the  occupiers  set 
up  a  modus,  the  antiquity  and  uniformity  of  the  payment 
were  proved,  and  receipts  for  it  were  produced ;  on  the 
part  of  the  rector,  two  or  three  terriers,  of  a  date  antece- 
dent to  the  payment,  were  produced,  which  stated  the 
rector  to  he  entitled  to  tithes  in  kind,  and  referred  to  his 
right  to  tithes  in  kind,  in  the  most  general  terms;  and  the 
Court  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  cases,  that  the  terriers 
must  prevail  against  the  parol  evidence. 

[Lard  Chief  Baron. — The  terriers  stated  the  tithes  to  be 
paid  in  kind.  Where  they  merely  state  tithes  to  be  pay- 
able, I  have  considered  the  expression  to  be  equivocal, 


(fl)  3  Price,  9;  3  E.  &  Y.  1391.      E.  &  Y.  888;  8  Price,  692;  3  E. 
(6)  Dan.  104;  5  Price,  369;  3      &  Y.  1012—1187. 
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1830.        and  to  be  <!apable  of  being  explained  by  the  subsequent 

Lonsdale  ^  J' 

V.  That  it  was  imposible  to  read  these  terriers  without 
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coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  tithes  mentioned  in  them 
were  payable  in  kind. — With  respect  to  the  parochial  mo- 
dusesy  admitting  some  of  them  to  be.  primd  facie  made 
out,  still  it  was  clear  that  one  of  them  was  bad  on  the  face 
of  it,  viz.  the  modus  alleged  to  be  payable  for  eggs,  which 
was  a  modus  of  a  part  of  the  same  titheable  matter  in  lieu 
of  the  whole.  That,  in  Jenkinson  v.  Royston  {a\  it  was 
laid  in  the  same  terms ;  and  Chief  Justice  Richards  obsery- 
edy  that  the  modus  was  so  laid  as  to  cover  any  quantity  of 
eggs,  even  if  there  were  five  hundred,  and  could  not  be 
good.  That  the  parochial  moduses,  though  primd  facte 
made  out,  could  not  stand  when  contrasted  with  the  state- 
ment in  the  terriers,  as  the  terriers  shewed  a  distinct  re- 
cognition on  the  part  of  the  occupiers,  that  tithes  were  due 
in  kind» 

In  reply,  Brinklow  v.  Edwards  (6),  Burslem  v.  Spen- 
cer (c),  Lee  v.  Collins  (d),  and  HiU  v.  Vaugh  (e),  were  cit- 
ed in  support  of  the  modus  for  eggs. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — This  is  a  rector's  bill,  by 
which  he  seeks  every  species  of  tithes,  against  twelve  de- 
fendants. They  all  join  in  the  same  answer,  and  all  of 
them,  in  this  answer,  set  up  farm  moduses,  far  their  re- 
spective farms,  in  respect  of  certain  titheable  matters,  and 
also  they  set  up  certain  parochial  moduses.  As  to  some 
of  the  farm  moduses,  no  evidence  whatever  has  been  pro- 
duced in  support  of  them.     The  plaintiff  therefore  will  be 

(a)  5  Price,  495;  Dan.  101;  3  {d)  1  Rol.  Ab.  1614. 

E.  &  Y.  896.  («)  1  Ld.  Raym.  358 ;  Holt,  672 ; 

(6)  Bunb.  307;  2  Wood,  314;  2  Salk.  656;  Garth.  461;  1  £.  & 

2  E.  &  Y.  30.  Y.  629. 

(c)  2  Wood,  380;  2  E.  &  Y.  65. 
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entitled  to  a  decree  against  these  particular  defendants,         1830. 
for  the  tithes  of  the  lands  in  their  occupation  respectively,      lon»dai.e 
which  they  allege  to  be  covered  by  the  money  payments  v. 

stated  in  their  answer.  These  defendants  are,  Henry 
Heaton^  WiUiam  Clarke^  Thomas  Walkevy  John  Walker^ 
in  respect  of  a  farm  called  Greenford;  Robert  Fellow^  in 
respect  of  a  farm  called  Lower  Rayhead;  and  Henry  In" 
skip,  Richard  Blixard^  and  John  and  Robert  Walker ^  in 
respect  of  the  farm  called  Newhurst.  William  Jackson^ 
Christopher  Lancaster,  and  Iseuic  Blizard,  have  given  evi- 
dence of  their  exemption  from  the  payment  of  tithes  in  kind. 

The  first  point  to  be  made  out  in  support  of  a  farm 
modus  is  the  antiquity  of  the  farm.  It  is  an  essential 
part  of  this  proof,  that  its  contents  and  boundaries  should 
be  distinctly  described. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  all  the  defendants  last  enumerat- 
ed have  sustained  the  burden  thrown  on  them  by  the 
law  in  this  respect,  and  the  evidence  which  has  been  pro- 
duced and  read  on  their  part,  sufficiently  supports  the 
averments  in  their  answers. 

The  defendant,  respecting  whose  case  I  have  most  doubt- 
ed, is  Isaac  BUxard,  as  to  the  farm  called  Ling  Hill, 
which,  he  says,  consists  of  twenty-three  acres  and  two 
roods.  There  are  three  witnesses  examined,  to  prove  the 
averments  in  the  answer  respecting  the  boundaries  of  this 
farm.  There  is  some  difficulty  in  making  the  testimony 
of  these  witnesses  agree  exactly  with  each  other  and  with 
the  answer,  in  the  names  which  are  given  to  some  of  the 
closes,  and  in  the  quantities.  But  I  think,  upon  the  whole, 
it  would  not  be  just  to  overrule  this  modus  upon  that  ground, 
as  I  think  the  discrepancies  are  not  so  great,  but  that  they 
might  be  easily  reconciled  by  a  little  explanation ;  and  the 
rector  has  it  in  his  power  to  submit  the  subject  to  a 
tribunal,  better  fitted  than  the  present  to  examine  a  ques- 
tion of  this  description. 

The  next  point  is,  the  actual  payment  of  the  several  mo- 

VOL.  f.  F 
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1830.  duses  pleaded,  and  the  non-render  of  tithes  in  kind,  for 
LoNSDALB  several  districts.  The  evidence  on  this  subject  is,  to  a  cer- 
.    «•  tain  extent,  extremely  distinct  and  satisfactory,  and  any  ob- 

Jection  which  can  be  stated  to  any  one  of  the  pleas,  is  equal- 
ly applicable  to  all  of  them.  The  evidence  is  generally  of 
this  nature : — Persons  who  have  known  the  farms  for  many 
years,  as  far  back  as  forty,  fifty,  or  sixty  years,  and  some 
of  whom  actually  occupied  them,  and  who  had,  for  the 
identical  lands,  made  these  very  payments  to  the  then 
rectors,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  particular  tithes  in 
question.  This  is  confined,  in  each  individual  instance, 
to  about  three  witnesses,  but  all  of  whom  speak  positively 
to  the  fact  of  their  having  paid  it,  or  seen  it  paid. 

There  was  also  tendered  evidence  of  reputation,  which  was 
rejecfced,  in  obedience  to  the  supposed  rule  of  law,  that  hear- 
say evidence  is  not  admissible  on  a  question  of  private  right. 
It  appears  to  me,  that  the  evidence  actually  produced  for  all 
these  payments,  is  as  strong  and  satisfactory  as  can  be  ex- 
pected upon  this  subject.  The  sum  paid  for  a  particular 
farm  is  not  likely  to  fall  within  the  actual  notice  of  any 
person  but  the  occupier  and  his  family ;  and,  as  the  occu- 
pier's conversations  cannot  be  read,  it  is  not  probable  that 
the  actual  payment  should  be  susceptible  of  proof  by  many 
witnesses.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  cases  of  all  the  de- 
fendants I  have  last  enumerated,  are  sufficiently  made  out. 
The  tithes  which  these  payments  are  averred  to  cover  are, 
corn,  hay,  calves,  lambs,  and  wool.  That  the  payments  were 
made  in  respect  of  these  articles,  is  proved  by  the  witness- 
es stating  that  these  were  articles  covered  by  the  pay- 
ments made  by  them,  and  that  no  tithes  of  these  articles 
were  ever  rendered  in  kind,  to  their  knowledge.  We 
have,  therefore,  in  support  of  these  moduses,  so  far  as 
parol  testimony  goes,  as  strong  and  satisfactory  evidence 
as  the  case  is  capable  of  receiving,  if  any  case  can  be 
supported  by  such  evidence  alone,  and  if  it  is  not  over- 
turned by  conflicting  testimony.     Conflicting  parol  tes- 
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timony  as  to  the  usage^  there  is  none.     The  rector  has  not         1830. 
examined  a  single  witness  to  disprove  the  fact  of  these      lon»dale 
payments,  or  to  shew,  that,  in  any  one  instance,  tithes  in  ^ 

kind  have  been  rendered.  His  case  is  put  upon  the  want 
of  documentary  evidence,  carrying  the  payments  back  be* 
yond  the  actual  memory  of  man,  and  upon  the  effect  of 
certain  terriers  respecting  the  ecclesiastical  emoluments  of 
the  parish. 

As  to  the  want  of  antiquity  in  the  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  so  far  as  that  might  be  expect- 
ed from  parol  testimony,  it  is  manifest,  that  the  rule  of 
law  which  shuts  out  hearsay  and  reputation,  must  ex- 
cuse the  defendants  from  that  deficiency,  because  we  do 
not  and  cannot  know,  that  it  arises  from  the  weakness  of 
their  case.  The  want  of  ancient  receipts  may  be  account- 
ed for,  as  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  habit  to  give 
them.  The  rector*s  books  are  not  in  the  power  of  the  de- 
fendants. The  mention  of  such  a  modus  in  ancient  deeds  or 
instruments  is  not  necessary,  as  the  existence  of  a  modus 
does  not  entitle  a  party  to  a  conveyance  of  tithes.  It  is  no 
title  to  the  tithes  which  ought  properly  to  be  found  in  a  con- 
veyance. It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that,  injustice,  the 
evidence  which  has  been  actually  produced,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  is  sufficient  to  make  out  a  j)rimd/acie 
case  in  opposition  to  the  demand  of  tithes  in  kind,  unless 
the  terriers  contain  a  conclusive  answer  to  it«  The  terri- 
ers commence  in  1684;  they  are  signed  by  the  rector, 
churchwardens,  and  some  of  the  inhabitants.  They  all 
describe  the  glebe  lands.  As  to  the  money  payments,  the 
expression  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  plaintifTs  argu- 
ment is,  in  the  early  terriers,  to  the  effect  following : — 
"  Tythe  rents  due  to  the  rector ,  351.  16s.  lOd."  Such  is 
the  expression  of  the  terrier  of  1684,  the  first  produced. 
The  next  is  dated  1690,  and,  after  the  enumeration  of 
glebe  lands,  there  are  these  words: — **  In  tithe  rent  to  the 
parson,  35L  per  annum.''    There  then  follow  a  terrier,  dated 

f2 


Heaton. 


68  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1830.         1693,  another  of  1716,  another  of  1743,  and  another  of 
,     ^  1 74<},  and  two  others  without  date ;  all  of  which  afFect  to  men- 

LOXSDALE 

V.  tion  only  the  glebe  lands,  and  do,  in  fact,  contain  no  mention 

whatever  of  tithes.  In  1777,  there  is  a  terrier,  signed  by 
Richard  Dawson^  the  rector,  the  two  churchwardens,  of 
whom,  one  is  named,  Isaac  Blizzard,  and  four  others,  de- 
scribed as  principal  inhabitants.  In  this  terrier  are  con- 
tained the  following  words:—"  The  tithes  due  to  the  rec^ 
tor  are,  small  tithes,  Easter  offerings,  and  great  tithes, 
for  which  last  a  composition  tithe  rent  throughout  the 
parish  is  at  present  paid  to  the  rector  J*  Then  is  exhibit- 
ed a  terrier  of  1781,  in  which  precisely  the  same  expres- 
sion is  contained.  It  is  repeated  in  a  terrier  of  1786,  in 
another  of  1809,  in  another  of  1817,  and  lastly,  in  one  of 
1825.  In  all  of  these  the  expression  contained  in  the  ter- 
rier of  1777  is  repeated  so  exactly  and  precisely,  as  to 
«Iiew  that  they  are,  in  this  respect,  copies,  one  of  the  other. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendants^  two  terriers  were  produc- 
ed, one  of  1764,  and  the  other  of  1770.  These  are  signed 
by  the  then  rector,  Henry  Howell,  by  the  churchwardens, 
and  some  principal  inhabitants,  among  which  are  found 
persons  of  the  same  name  as  appear  to  have  signed  the 
terriers  of  1748  and  1777,  produced  by  the  plaintifF.  I 
allude  to  the  names  of  Christopher  Dawson,  and  John 
Walker. 

In  these  two  terriers,  of  1T64  and  1771,  the  expression 
respecting  tithes  is  the  same,  and  it  is  as  follows: — '*  77#e 
tithes  due  to  the  rector  are,  small  tithes,  Easter  offerings, 
and  moduses  in  lieu  of  all  great  tithes,  payable  out  of  the 
lands  throughout  the  whole  parish.*' 

The  question  which  I  have  to  decide  is,  whether  the 
expressions  in  these  terriers,  taken  altogether,  are  so  de- 
cisive as  entirely  to  destroy  the  effect  of  the  money  pay- 
ments proved  to  have  been  made  for  half  a  century,  with 
entire  uniformity,  and  accepted  by  the  rector  for  the  time 
being,  in  satisfaction,  not  of  the  great  tithes  alone,  but  in 
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satisfaction  of  the  great  tithes^  together  with  those  of  calves»  1830. 
wool,  and  Iambs;  I  apprehend  that  the  course  which  has  lonbdalb 
prevailed  in  Courts  of  equity  on  this  subject,  would  not 
authorize  me,  sitting  in  a  Court  of  that  description,  to 
overrule  these  supposed  moduses,  and  to  disregard  the 
evidence  of  usage  upon  which  they  are  founded,  unless  I 
were  entitled  to  represent,  that  the  evidence  against  them 
were  clear  and  decisive. 

I  have  said  nothing  on  the  subject  of  rankness:  no  point, 
founded  on  the  largeness  of  the  payment,  was,  so  far  as  I 
recollect,  made  in  the  argument  at  the  bar.  In  truth,  it 
would  have  been  unavailing.  We  have  little  evidence  re- 
specting the  value  of  the  farms,  though  we  have  sufficient 
evidence  respecting  their  extent.  And,  so  far  as  I  am 
able  to  conjecture  on  this  subject  of  rankness,  farm  modus- 
es have  been  established,  to  which  that  objection  would 
have  applied  more  strongly  than  to  any  one  instance  in 
the  present  case.  The  contention,  therefore,  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  rests  entirely  on  the  terriers.  Now,  the 
early  terriers,  which  contain  the  expression : — "  Tythe  rents 
due  to  the  rector  351.  or  35/.  ISs.  10c/.'*  do  not  seem  to 
be  at  all  conclusive.  The  language  used  combines  every 
thing  together,  and  does  not  seem  to  exclude  the  possibili- 
ty of  the  payments  now  in  question  being  made  at  that  time. 

An  ancient  money  payment,  in  lieu  of  tithes,  may,  with- 
out any  violence  to  language,  be  called  a  tithe  rent.  The 
language  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  and  introduced  into 
the  terrier  of  1777,  "that  the  tithes  due  to  the  rector  are 
the  small  tithes  and  great  tithes,  for  which  last,  a  compen- 
sation tithe-rent  is  at  present  paid,"  is  inaccurate,  unless 
the  parol  testimony  is  to  be  disbelieved.  Because,  in  the 
first  place,  all  small  tithes  are  not  received  by  the  rector,  nor 
were  the  payments,  as  the  terriers  express,  a  general  com- 
position tithe  rent  throughout  the  parish,  but  some  small 
tithes  were,  de  facto,  commuted  for  money  payments,  and 
the  commutations  for  the  great  tithes  were  payments  made 
by  individual  occupiers  for  their  particular  farms,  and  these 
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1830.         covered  not  the  great  tithes  only,  but  certain  import- 
LoNSDALB      ^"^  small  tithes  also,  viz.  calves,  lambs,  and  wool ;  these 
V-  entries,  therefore,  are  manifestly  inaccurate  representa- 

tions of  the  fact.  It  seems  to  me,  that  I  cannot  overrule 
these  moduses,  until  the  defendants  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  establishing  them  by  the  opinion  of  a  Jury. 

As  to  the  parochial  moduses,  which  are  as  follow,  vix, 
2d,  for  every  milch  cow,  called  a  new  cow,  that  is,  a  cow 
that  has  had  a  calf  within  the  year,  in  lieu  of  the  tithe  of 
milk  of  such  cow;  Id.  for  every  cow  or  strip,  that  is,  a 
milch  cow  which  has  nut  had  a  calf  within  the  year,  in  lieu 
of  the  tithe  of  milk  of  such  cow;  Id.  for  every  foal  in  lieu 
of  the  tithe  of  foals;  Id.  for  every  hive  of  bees,  in  lieu  of 
the  tithe  of  honey  and  wax;  and  one  egg  for  every  hen, 
and  two  eggs  for  every  cock,  in  lieu  of  the  tithe  of  eggs 
produced  by  such  hens ;  the  evidence  is  much  more  ex- 
tensive than  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  farm  moduses. 

The  witnesses  are  more  numerous.  It  was  to  be  ex- 
pected from  the  more  general  knowledge  of  the  fact  ex- 
isting in  the  parish.  The  evidence  of  reputation  on  this 
subject  being  admissible,  necessarily  carries  the  direct  tes- 
timony of  the  usage  farther  back  than  in  the  former  part  of 
the  case;  and  the  objection  to  the  effect  of  this  evidence 
from  the  terriers,  is  not  so  strong  as  it  is  in  the  case  of  the 
farm  moduses: — All  that  the  terriers  import  upon  this 
subject  is,  that  the  rector  is  entitled  to  the  small  tithes  of 
the  parish,  an  expression  so  general  and  indefinite  as  not 
to  exclude  the  possibility  of  the  existence  of  the  money 
payments  proved  by  the  parol  testimony. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  rector,  in  regard  to  the 
parochial  moduses,  is  equally  defective,  so  far  as  respects 
any  parol  testimony.  I  do  not  find  that  any  witness  con- 
tradicts the  existence  of  these  payments,  or  shews  the* 
render  of  tithes  in  kind  of  any  of  the  articles  averred  to. 
be  covered  by  them,  or  any  variation  in  the  amount  of 
the  payments  themselves.  The  facts  are  proved  as  strong- 
ly as  such  facts  usually  are,  and  as  is  requisite.    I  cannot, 
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therefore^  decree  an  account  (as  prayed  by  the  bill)  of  the         1830. 
tithes  in  kind  of  these  articles.  , 

Lonsdale 

The  consequence  of  my  opinion  is,  that  the  plaintiff  v. 

must  have  a  decree  with  costs,  against  Henry  Heaion, 
William  Clarke,  Thomas  Walker,  and  John  Walker,  in 
respect  of  his  farm  called  Greenford;  Robert  Fellow,  in 
respect  of  his  farm  called  Lower  Rayhead;  and  Henry 
Inskip,  for  all  the  tithes  of  corn,  hay,  calves,  Iambs,  and 
wool.  As  to  the  other  defendants,  Richard  Blizard,  John 
and  Robert  IValker,  in  respect  of  the  farm  called  New- 
hurst;  John  Jackson,  Christopher  Lancaster,  Robert 
Fellows,  in  respect  of  his  farm  called  Shirden;  and  Isaac 
Blizard;  the  bill,  as  against  them,  must  be  dismissed  in 
respect  of  the  tithes  covered  by  their  pleas  regarding  the 
farmmoduses,  unless  the  plaintiff  shall  choose  to  try  issues 
upon  them;  or,  if  the  plaintiff  should  prefer  it,  I  would  re- 
tain the  bill  twelve  months,  in  order  that  he  may  bring  an  ac- 
tion and  fry  the  farm  moduses,  or  any  of  them,  in  that  form. 
As  these  moduses  cover  the  predial  tithes,  though  they  are 
averred  to  cover  other  tithes  also^  perhaps  the  point  may  be 
better  tried  in  an  action,  and  the  plaintiff  would  prefer  to 
have  the  opportunity  of  choosing  his  Court.  If  the  plain- 
tiff, the  rector,  declines  both  these  offers,  his  bill  must  be 
dismissed  as  to  these  farm  moduses,  with  costs. 

As  to  the  parochial  moduses,  they  are  in  the  same  situ- 
ation, the  usage  is  proved  in  fact,  and,  therefore,  the  bill 
insisting  on  tithes  in  kind  must  be  dismissed  with  costs, 
as  to  the  particular  articles. 

It  is  objected  to  the  modus  (if  it  may  be  so  called)  for 
eggs,  that  it  is  in  truth  a  render  of  a  part  of  an  artide  for 
the  whole,  and  the  case  of  Jenkinson  v.  Royston  (a)  was 
cited.  In  that  case,  the  modus  was  laid  for  every  hen  or 
duck,  two  eggs;  and  for  every  cock  or  drake,  three  eggs; 

(a)  5  Price,  495. 
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1830.        which  Lord  Chief  Baron  Richards  overruled.     The  mo- 
T. ...««..„      tlus  overruled  by  Chief  Baron  Ricfuirds  resembles  the 

Lonsdale  ^ 

V.  present  modus  so  much,  that  I  think  I  ought  to  follow  that 

Heaton.  \      .  .  •   „  .      •  1.        !_•  •    • 

decision,  especially  as  it  does  not  appear  that  his  opinion, 
contradicted  any  other  rule. 

The  previous  cases,  to  which  the  opinion  of  Chief  Baron 
Richards  seems  to  be  contrary,  are  distinguishable  from 
that  before  him,  inasmuch  as  the  render  was  due,  whether 
the  parishioners  had  the  titheable  articles  or  not,  which 
does  not  appear  to  be  the  nature  of  the  present  aUeged 
modus«  The  specific  number  of  eggs  are  payable  in  re- 
spect of  the  eggs  produced  by  the  identical  hens.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  modus,  as  pleaded,  is 
void  in  law.  The  rector  will  be  entitled  to  an  account  of 
all  the  eggs  against  all  the  defendants,  with  costs. 

I  have  as  yet  taken  no  notice  of  one  answer  set  up  by  all 
the  defendants,  and  opposed  to  the  plaintiff's  claim;  I  al- 
lude to  the  averment  in  the  answer,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
simoniacally  presented  to  the  living.  Without  inquiring 
whether  this  is  a  defence,  on  the  part  of  the  occupier,  to 
a  demand  for  tithes  by  the  actual  incumbent,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say,  on  the  present  occasion,  that  there  is  no  evidence 
whatever  to  establish  the  defence  in  fact,  and  it  has  been 
abandoned  in  the  argument.  Therefore,  the  defendants 
must  pay  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  costs  occasioned  by  that 
part  of  the  suit. 


In  a  suit  for  The  question  of  simony  raised  by  the  defendants  in 

fend!!!nu,havTng  this   casc  was  abandoned  at  the  hearing,  and  was  ad- 

auggeftted  simo- 
ny on  the  part 

of  the  plaintiff,  exhibited  interrogatories  for  the  examination  of  a  gentleman  who  had  been  soli- 
citor to  A.  B,t  the  owner  of  the  advowson,  and  who  had  sold  the  next  presentation  to  the  person  by 
whom  the  plaintiff  had  been  presented.  The  witness  demurred  generally  to  answering  the  inter- 
rogatories, without  the  consent  of  A.  B.,  assigning  as  a  reason,  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
matters  inquired  after  by  the  interrogatories,  except  such  as  he  had  derived  from  being  the  solicitor 
of  ^.  B.  The  demurrer  was  overruled  as  too  general,  but  the  witness  was  allowed  to  object  to  any 
particular  inquiries,  by  stating  that  they  were  communicated  to  him  by  his  client,  and  that  he 
had  DO  knowledge  thereof,  except  from  such  communication. 
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mitted  to  be  untenable  after  the  decision  in  Fox  ▼.  Tbe         1830. 

Bisbop  of  Chester  (a).  Lmisoalb 

In  tbe  course  of  tbe  cause,  witb  a  view  to  establish  tbe       „  ^* 

.  Hkatow. 

alleged  simony,  interrogatories  were  exhibited  for  tbe  ex» 
amination  of  Mr.  Robert  Trappes,  a  gentleman  who  had 
acted  as  the  solicitor  of  a  Mr.  Searle^  tbe  owner  of  tbe 
advowson,  in  the  sale  of  the  next  presentation. 

That  gentleman  demurred  to  answering  those  interro- 
gatories, without  the  consent  of  Mr.  Searle,  alleging  that 
be  bad  no  knowledge  of  the  matter  inquired  after  by  the 
interrogatories,  except  such  as  be  bad  derived  from  being 
tbe  solicitor  of  tbe  said  Mr.  Searle* 

Mr.  Lynch f  in  support  of  tbe  demurrer. — tn  Parihurst        1828. 
V.  Lofcten  (6),  Lord  Eldon,  speaking  of  the  privilege  of  an  * 

attorney  to  refuse  to  be  examined,  says :  ^*  Tbe  privilege 
which  be  claims  is  tbe  privilege,  not  of  tbe  attorney,  but  of 
tbe  client,  and  is  founded  on  this  consideration,  that  there 
would  be  no  safety  in  dealing  witb  mankind  if  persons  em- 
ployed in  such  transactions  were  compelled  to  state  that 
which  they  have  learned  only  by  this  species  of  confidence* 
In  this  case,  as  in  Parkhurst  v.  Lowtetif  tbe  only  object  in 
calling  this  witness  is,  to  prove  simony.  A  party  himself  is 
not  bound  to  answer  questions  which  may  subject  him  to 
penalties.  Harrison  v.  Southcote  (e),  East  India  Company 
V.  Campbell  (</).  This  principle  is  laid  down  by  Lord 
Redesdale  {e),  who  also  observes : — ''  In  such  cases,  if  the 
defendant  is  not  obliged  to  answer  the  facts,  he  need  not 
answer  the  circumstances,  though  they  have  not  such  an 
immediate  tendency  to  criminate.*'  If  a  bill  had  been  fil- 
ed against  Mr.  Searle^  he  would  clearly  not  have  been 
bound  to  answer  any  facts  or  circumstances  tending  to 
shew  simony.  And  the  witness  here  states,  that  he  has  do 
knowledge  but  what  he  received  from  Mr.  Searle  as  bis 

(fl)  1  Dow,  P.  C.  (New  Series),  41 6.      (d)  1  Ves.  sen.  246. 
(b)  2  Swans.  104,  216.  (e)  Tr.  on  PI.  158. 

{c)  1  Alk.  527. 
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iSdO.         client.     Lord  EUlaUy  in  Parkhurst  v.  Lowien^  does  not 

Lonsdale      P"^  *^®  ^^^^  ^"  ^^^  ground  of  its  being  a  confidential  com- 
V-  munication  by  the  client  to  the  attorney,  but  on  the  prin- 

ciple, that  the  knowledge  was  derived  through  being  employ- 
ed as  attorney.   In  Robson  v.  Kemp  (a),  where  an  attorney 
was  called  to  prove  the  circumstances  und^r  which  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  had  been  destroyed,  and  it  appeared  that 
his  knowledge  of  the  subject  arose  from  his  being  employed 
as  attorney,  Liord  EUenborough  held,  he  was  privileged 
from  answering,  though,  in  that  case,  there  was  no  confi- 
deiiti.il  communication.    In  Brard  v.  Ackerman  (6),  which 
was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  usury  was  attempt- 
ed to  be   proved  in  the  course   of  the  defence.     Lord 
Ellenborough  ruled,  that  an  attorney  was  not  bound  to 
answer  with   respect  to  the  particulars  of  the  bill  of  ex- 
change when  the  knowledge  of  those  particulars  was  only 
derived  from  the  bill  being  intrusted  to  him  by  his  client. 
In  Cromack  v.  Heathcote  (c),  an  attorney  had  been  re- 
quested to  prepare  a  deed,  which,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, would  have  been  fraudulent:   he  refused  to  prepare 
it,  and  the  deed  was  afterwards  prepared  by  some  other 
person;    imd,    in    an   action,  the   validity   of  this   deed 
coming  in  question,  evidence  of  the  fraud  was  propos- 
ed to  be  given   through  the  attorney  who  had  refused 
to  prepare  it,  but  was  rejected,  though  he  was  not  the 
attorney  in  the  cause.     And   the  principle  laid  down  in 
that  case  was,  that  the  privilege  was  not  confined  mere- 
ly  to  confidential  communications,  but  to  any  information 
acquired  by  the  party  in  the  character  of  solicitor.     In 
Wilson  y.RastaU  (rf),  Mr.  Justice  Buller  observes — "  The 
privilege  is  confined  to  the  cases  of  counsel,  solicitor,  and 
attorney ;  but,  in  order  to  raise  the  privilege,  it  must  be 
proved,  that  the  information  which  the  adverse  party  wishes 
to  learn,  was  communicated  to  the  witness  hi  one  of  these 

{a)  5  £sp.  51.  &  BiDgh.  4. 

(6)  5  Esp.  11^,  120.  (rf)  4  T.  R.  753. 

(c)  4  J.B.  Moo.357;  S.  C.  2  Bio» 
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characters:"  but  he  does  not  say»  that  the  communication         1830^ 
must  be  confidential,  but  only  generally,  that  it  must  be      x^osisdale 
a  communication  received  in  one  of  these  characters.     In  ^^ 

H BATON. 

Parkhurst  v.  Lowien,  already  cited,  on  a  motion  that  a  de- 
murrer to  interrogatories  by  a  witness  might  be  overrul- 
ed, the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls  observes — *'  The 
plaintiff,  insisting  by  this  motion,  that  Godfrey  is  not  enti- 
tled to  the  protection  which  he  claims  by  this  demurrer, 
ought  to  have  accompanied  thb  motion  by  an  affidavit,  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  the  interrogatories  might  be  an* 
swered  without  Godfrey^s  disclosing  his  client's  secrets  f 
and  then  he  would  have  had  an  opportunity  of  explaining 
how  the  answer  to  the  interrogatories  would  be  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  duty  he  owes  to  his  client  (a).'*    The  Master 
of  the  Rolls  applies  he  privilege  to  the  protection  of  the 
client's  secrets;  and,  it  is  clear,  the  client's  secrets,  such,- 
for  instance,  as  a  defect  of  title,  may  be  known  without  a- 
confidential  communication. 

Mr.  Boteler^  for  the  defendants. — Parkhursi  v.  Lowten 
proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  disclosure  of  the  fact 
might  subject  the  principal  to  punishment;  no  such  ground 
is  laid  here.  The  demurrer  in  this  case  is  founded  mere- 
ly on  the  privilege  of  the  attorney,  and  not  that  the  disco- 
very may  subject  the  client  to  punishment.  Where  an  in- 
dictment has  been  brought  for  perjury  in  an  answer,  and 
1^  difficulty  has  arisen  in  identifying  the  defendant  by  the 
officer  taking  the  answer,  the  solicitor  has  frequently  been 
obliged  to  prove  it.  In  Parkhursi  v.  Lowten,  Lord  Eldon 
observes: — ''  If  the  plaintiff  were  to  ask  the  late  or  the 
present  Mr.  Lowien^  whether  he  was  not  a  party  to  the 
execution  of  this  deed,  he  might  refuse  to  answer;  but  a 
third  person,  a  witness,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  exhibits  the 
deed,  and  asks  whether  he  attested  the  execution,  must 

(a)  3Madd.  121, 
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ISao.        answei'.    Thus,  the  Court  would  oblige  the  attorney  of 
LoNsDALc      Lowiefif  to  shew  that  Lowten  had  been  engaged  in  a  simo- 
«•  niacal   contract,  from  discovering  which  linden  might 

protect  himself.  If  the  interrogatories  are  such  as  not  to 
invade  the  privilege  of  the  client,  which  is  to  be  attended 
to  by  the  attorney,  though  they  bring  out  proof  of  simony, 
yet,  bringing  out  proof  of  payment  of  the  money,  they  must 
be  answered."  In  Vaittant  v.  Dodemead{a)i  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  observed  that — **  demurrers  of  this  description  ought 
to  be  held  to  very  strict  rules,  and  that  all  demurrers  of  this 
sort  ought  to  conclude  that  the  witness  knew  nothing  but  by 
the  information  of  his  client;  a  rule  in  which  Lord  Eldon 
seems  to  have  concurred  in  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten^  Much  of 
the  witness's  knowledge  in  this  case  must  have  been  derived 
from  his  being  employed  as  solicitor;  but  the  greater  part 
necessarily  from  other  sources  than  the  information  of 
his  clients.  Many  parts  of  the  interrogatories  go  to 
facts,  which  the  \\itness  must  have  heard  from  other  per- 
sons besides  Mr.  Searle.  Robson  v.  Kemp  was  a  case  of 
professional  confidence  on  all  sides.  In  Wilson  v.  Ras- 
iallf  it  was  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  point,  the  princi- 
pal question  being,  whether  the  witness  was  an  attorney 
or  not;  and  it  was  held,  in  that  case,  he  was  not  an  attorney. 
The  following  cases  were  also  referred  to  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants.  Lord  Say  and  Scale's  case  (6),  Rothtoell  v. 
King  (c),  The  Duchess  of  Kingston  s  case  (d),  Harvey  v. 
Clayton  (^),  Stanhope  v.  Nolt  (/),  Spenceley  qui  tarn  v. 
De  fFiUott  {g)i  Sanford  v.  Rennington  (A),  Jackson  v. 
Benson  (t )»  Starkie  on  Evidence  (A),  BuUers  Nisi  Prius  (/), 
and  Duffin  v.  Smith  (m). 

(tf)  2  Atk.  523,  546, 592.  (g)  7  East,  108. 

(6)  10  Mod.  40.  (A)  2  Ves.  jun.  189. 

(c)  2  Swanst.  221,  n.  (0  1  Younge  &  J.  32. 

(rf)  20  How.  Sl  Tr.  613,  614.  (*)  Part  4,  p.  398. 

(e)  2  Swanst.  221,  n.  (0  Page  284. 

(/)  Ibid.  ("0  Peake's  N.  P.  108,  14. 
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Mr.  Lynch,  in  reply, —  Vatllant  v.  Dodetnead,  was  de-         1830. 


^ y ' 


Heator. 


cided  under  peculiar  circumstances.     In  Lord  Sat/  and 
Scales  case,  it  may  clearly  be  inferredi  that  the  attorney  9. 

was  merely  an  attesting  witness.  With  respect  to  the 
cases  in  the  note  to  Swanston:  in  two  of  these  cases,  the 
witness  was  a  conveyancer,  not  a  counsel  or  attorney ;  in  the 
third,  the  demurrer  would  have  been  allowed  if  the  witness 
would  have  said  what  had  become  of  the  deeds.  If  Lord 
Say  and  Sealers  case  has  the  effect  contended  for,  still,  it 
has,  in  effect,  been  overruled  by  the  observation  of  Mr. 
Justice  Richardson^  in  the  case  in  Broderip  and  Bing- 
ham (a).  It  has  been  said,  that  there  are  many  facts  in 
this  case  which  might  have  been  answered,  but  the  witness 
has  stated  his  objection  on  his  oath,  and  there  is  no  evi* 
dence  to  contradict  him.  The  evidence  in  Spenceley  v.  De 
WilioUy  went  merely  to  prove  a  notice;  and  that  case  is  in- 
consistent with  the  opinion  expressed  in  Robson  v.  Kemp. 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  have  much  less  difficulty  in  this 
case,  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done,  than  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  it  ought  to  be  done.  If  1  thought  it  necessary  in 
this  case  to  lay  down  any  general  rule,  and  to  define  with 
precision  the  limits  of  .that  rule,  I  should  think  it  pros- 
per to  require  some  time  for  consideration;  but  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  that  this  case  may  be  decided  in  a  great  mea- 
sure on  its  own  circumstances.  I  find  it  impossible  to  re« 
concile  the  various  decisions.  The  safer  course,  therefore, 
is,  to  follow  what  has  been  laid  down  as  a  clear  general 
rule,  than  to  attend  to  each  particular  case.  To  go  through 
each  case,  and  to  extract  the  principle  from  it,  would  be 
a  work  of  some  difficulty,  if  not  impossibility ;  whilst  the 
present  case,  as  it  appears  to  me,  may  easily  be  decided  on 
the  plain  general  ground. 

On  the  one  hand,  I  cannot  accede  to  the  proposition, 
that,  to  enable  the  witness  to  protect  himself  from  answer- 
ing, the  communication  must  have  come  from  the  lips  of  the 

(o)  Cromack  v.  Heathcot,  supra. 
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1830.         client  himself.  On  the  other  hand^  the  proposition^  thaf  an 

Lonsdale      attorney  shall  be  protected  from  discovering  any  informa*- 

V-  tion,  which^  in  the  course  of  his  employment^  he  receives, 

in  any  way,  or  at  any  time,  is  wholly  wild,  and,  if  correct, 

it  would  come  to  this,  that  an  attorney  can  never  be  a 

witness  in  any  case  which  is  contrary  to  every  day*s  practice. 

I  think  the  true  rule  lays  between  the  two,  and  inclines 
rather  more  to  the  former,  than  to  the  latter  proposition. 

I  am  inclined  to  overrule  the  demurrer,  but  to  allow  the 
witness  to  say,  that  the  particular  fact  interrogated  to 
was  communicated  to  him  by  his  client,  or  to  state  how  he 
derived  the  knowledge  of  it;  and  let  the  question  then 
come  before  the  Court,  whether  he  is  or  is  not  privi- 
leged from  answering  it.  At  present,  it  is  impossible  for 
the  Court  to  deal  with  it,  for  it  is  evident  that  many  of  the 
questions  put  could  not  have  been  the  subject  of  commu- 
nication, at  least  not  of  privileged  ^communication;  for  in- 
stance, one  of  the  interrogatories  is  directed  to  the  time 
and  place  of  the  death  of  Dawson^  the  late  incumbent, 
and  as  to  the  previous  state  of  his  health.  The  witness 
takes  upon  himself  to  say,  that  he  got  that  information 
only  as  solicitor.  What  probability  is  there  of  this  being 
the  fact?  It  is  utterly  impossible  to  give  credit  to  it.  But 
even  if  it  were  correct,  can  it  be  said,  that  this  is  a  com- 
munication which  ought  to  be  privileged? — Certainly  not. 
I  do  not  intend  to  deprive  the  witness,  or  rather  his  client, 
of  any  privilege ;  all  I  desire  is,  that  the  privilege  should 
be  confined  within  its  just  and  proper  limits.  Let  the 
witness  answer  such  of  these  questions  as,  on  considera- 
tion, he  thinks  he  may  safely;  and  let  him  confine  his  ob- 
jection to  the  points  which  approach  the  real  question  as 
to  the  privilege. 

Demurrer  over-ruled.  —  Publication  enlarg- 
ed.— The  witness  to  be  examined  on  the 
same  interrogatories,  with  liberty  to  put  in 
another  demurrer,  as  he  shall  be  advised. 
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Thomas  Lodington  Fairfax  and  Benjamin  Eamonson,  •  y  ^ 

Plaintiffs;  J ^[^  'p^ //r, 

ROOBR  HOLDSWORTH,   JoiIN  RoBSON^    MaTTHEW    ToDD,  ' 

Henry  Dotchen^  Robert  Stephen  Thompson,  Wil- 
liam Wright,  and  John  Powell,  Defendants. 

J  HE  bill  stated,  that  Thomas  Lord  FairftiXf  being  seised  Where  the  tithes 

in  fee  of  or  to  all  and  singular  the  tithes  and  tenths  of  corn,  peared,  frooi  the 

grain,  and  hay,  and  all  other  tithes  whatsoever,  great  and  belmaTOroprU^^^ 

small,  arising,  growing,  happening,  and  renewing  in  the  *^  **>  ®"«  °^  ^^^ 

parish  of  Bilborough,  in  the  county  of  the  city  of  York,  teriee,  dissolved 

duly  made  and  executed  a  codicil  to  his  will,  executed  jjvfn,  s/and 

and  attested  so  as  to  pass  freehold  estates,  dated  11th  |^^«'*y«  "°. 

*^  '  trace  of  any  vi- 

November,  1671,  and  thereby  gave  to  Ric/iard  Stretion,  carage;  but,  by 
his  domestic  chaplain,  all  the  testator's  tithes  of  BiU  £<fu;.  6,  the  king 
borough  and  of  Sandwith,  in  the  county  of  the  city  of  Shi"per8on«Thc 
York,  for  the  term  of  sixty  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  tithes  of  sheaves, 
provided  he  supplied  the  office  of  a  preaching  minister,  or  ail  other  tithes 
provided  one  to  do  it;  and,  afterwards,  the  remainder  in  the  pamh,  (the 
fee  of  the  said  tithes,  he  gave  to  Henry  Fairfax  of  Ogle-  Xwion  "not"'' 
thorpe,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  to  the  use  and  be-  occurring  in  the 
hoof  of  a  preaching  minister  there,  to  be  nominated  by  tide  under  that 
the  said  Henry  Fair/ax  and  his  heirs.  '    S^J^^  toMiT'"* 

The  bill  then  traced  the  title  from  Henry  Fairfax,  of  Present  time: - 

^  •^       '  Held,  that 

Oglethorpe,  and  stated  that  the  advowson  or  patronage  though  the  rec- 
tory was  not, 
eo  nomine,  in- 
cluded in  the 
original  grant,  yet  ibat,  as  the  grant  comprised  the  whole  tithes  of  every  description  appurtenant  to 
the  benefice,  and  the  benefice  consisted  of  the  tithes  only,  there  being  no  vicarage,  nor  curacy,  nor 
any  right  of  presentation  or  advowKon,  the  rectory  was,  in  fact,  included  in  the  grant.    And  a  claim 
of  exemption  from  small  tithes,  on  the  ground  of  constant  non-payment  for  upwards  of  a  century, 
bat  unsupported  by  any  evidence  of  title  in  any  other  person,  or  any  evidence  to  raise  a  presump- 
tion of  such  a  title,  was  considered  to  amount  to  a  defence  purely  in  non  decimandOf  and  an  ac- 
count was  decreed  of  all  tithes,  great  and  small. 

Where  a  defendant  alleged  a  general  exemption  from  tithes  of  the  farm  in  his  occupation,  and 
it  appeared,  from  an  entry  in  an  antient  terrier,  that  the  farm  in  question  did  not  then  pay  any 
tithes;  and  a  similar  entry  was  contained  in  all  the  subsequent  terriers  for  upwards  of  a  century, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  that  any  tithes  had  been  paid  for  the  farm,  but  some  parol  evidence  that 
it  was  considered  tithe  free;  it  appearing  to  the  Court  that  there  was  reasonable  ground  to  suppose 
that  the  tithes  of  the  farms  in  question  had  not  been  included  in  the  original  grant  from  the  Crown ^ 
t  he  Court  declined  to  decree  an  account  of  tithes  without  an  issue. 


Fairfax 
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1830.         donation,  and  nomination  of  a  preaching  minister  to  the 
parish  church  o(  Bilborough^  previously  to  the  year  1821, 
V.  descended  upon,  and  became,  and  was  then  vested  in  the 

HoLDswoRTH.   plaintiff,  T^owfl*  Zodi^^^oii  FafV/ox.  That  the  plaintiff^o- 

monson  had  been,  since  the  year  1831,  muiister  of  the  said 
parish  church,  to  which  he  was,  in  the  year  1S21,  nominated 
by  the  plaintiff,  Thomas  Lodington  Fairfax^  and  had  ever 
since  officiated  in  the  church  as  the  minister  thereof,  by 
performing  divine  service  therein,  and  during  all  the  time 
the  plaintiff  Benjamin  Eamonson  had  been  and  was  en- 
titled, under  the  trusts  aforesaid,  to  receive  all  and  every 
the  tithes  arising,  growing,  and  renewing  within  the  pa- 
rish of  Bilborough^  and  the  titheable  places  thereof. 

The  bill  then  stated  the  occupation  by  the  several  de- 
fendants, of  lands  in  the  parish;  and  that  compositions 
had  been  accepted  and  taken  by  the  predecessors  of  the 
\i\eXvi\AS Eamonson f  for  the  tithes  of  the  lands  occupied  by 
the  defendants,  but  that  such  compositions  had  been  de- 
termined by  the  plaintiff,  by  a  notice  stated  in  the  bill. 
The  bill  stated  the  perception  of  titheable  matters  by  the 
defendants,  without  accounting  for  the  tithes;  and  pray- 
ed an  account,  and  satisfaction  for  the  same. 

The  defendants,  except /fo/(/tfU'or/A,  by  their  joint  and  se- 
veral answer,  stated,  that  they  had  been  informed,  and  veri- 
ly believed,  that  the  late  dissolved  priory  and  convent  of  the 
Holy  Trinity i  within  the  city  of  York^  were  before,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  such  priory,  seised  or  entitled 
of  or  to  certain  portions  of  tithes,  described  as — *'  DecimcB 
garbarum  de  Drynghouses,  Knapton,  Bilborough,  et  cer* 
torum  clausorum  infra  dominum  de  Sand  with;*' — and  they 
believed  that  Thomas,  Lord  Fair/ax,  in  the  bill  named, 
was  seised  and  entitled  in  fee,  of  or  to  the  portion  of 
tithes  of  Bilborough,  and  of  the  closes  within  the  lord- 
ship of  Sandwith,  which  had  belonged  to  the  said  priory 
and  convent  before  the  dissolution  of  the  said  priory,  and 
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which  last-mentioned  portions,  as  the  defendants  believed^         1830. 
comprised  the  tithes  of  com  and  grainy  but  no  other  tithes,       pTJi^^ 
of  certain  parts  of  the  parish  of  Bilborough;  and  they  be*  v. 

lieved  that  Thtnnas  Lord  Fairfcuc  was  not  seised  in  fee, 
or  for  any  other  estate,  of  or  to  any  other  tithes  within 
the  parish  of  Bilbaroughf  save  as  aforesaid.  The  de* 
fendants  admitted  the  codicil  to  the  will  of  Thomas  Lord 
Fairfax^  but  expressed  ignorance  as  to  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff,  7*.  L.  Fairfax.  They  believed  the  plaintiff, 
Eamansofif  from  the  time  mentioned  in  the  bill,  to  have 
been  minister  of  the  parish  church  o{  Bilborough,  SLXid  that 
he  was  nominated  thereto  by  the  plaintiff,  T.  L.  Fair- 
fax;  but  whether  the  plaintiff,  Fairfax,  had  a  right  to 
nominate  the  plaintiff,  Eamonson,  or  whether  Eamonson 
was  duly  nominated,  or  was  entitled  to  all  or  any  of  the 
tithes  arising,  growing,  or  renewing  within  the  parish,  or 
any  part  thereof,  the  defendants  were  unable  to  set  forth. 
The  defendants  admitted  their  occupation  of  lands,  and 
their  perception  of  titheable  matters,  and  that  various 
payments  by  composition  and  agreement  had  at  various 
times  been  accepted  and  taken  by  the  predecessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  Eamonson,  the  former  ministers  of  the  church, 
from  the  occupiers  of  the  lands  occupied  by  the  defend- 
ants, except  for  such  lands  as  were  covered  by  moduses,  in 
satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  com  ami  grain,  but  not  of  any 
other  tithes.  The  defendants  then  admitted  that  the  com- 
positions had  been  dissolved  by  several  notices,  as  in  the 
bin  mentioned.  And  they  admitted  their  perception  of 
titheable  matters  without  accounting  or  making  satisfac- 
tion for  the  tithes,  except  as  to  corn  and  grain,  the  tithes 
of  which  they  had  duly  rendered  and  paid. 

The  answer  also  alleged  an  exemption  from  tithes  of  two 
farms,  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant,  John  Robson, 
and  which  were  alleged  to  be  situate  in  the  lordship  of 
Sandwiih,  and  not  to  form  any  part  of  the  closes  over  which 
the  portion  of  tithes  in  the  lordship  of  Sandtoith,  which 

vou  I.  o 
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1830.         belonged  to  the  prior  and  convent  of  the  Holy  Trinity  ex- 

Fairfaz       tended;  and  that  either  the  tithes  oF  such  lands  belonged 

^*  to  the  owners  thereof  respectively,  or  otherwise,  such  lands 

HOLDSWORTIf.  /.J  I  J^ 

were  treed,  exempted,  and  discharged  from  the  payment  of 
•tithes;  or,  at  aU  events,  that  the  tithes  never  belonged  to 
the  testator,  Thomas  Lord  Fairfax^  nor  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant,  Robson^  also  set  up  a  farm  modus  of 
£«•  Sd.  in  respect  of  a  farm  called  Moscus^  otherwise  Mom- 
iers,  and  a  farm  modus  of  2s.  in  respect  of  a  farm  called 
Normers,  otherwise  Normams,  as  being  payable  to  the  mi- 
nister for  the  time  being  of  the  parish  of  Bitborough^  or  to 
the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  re- 
ceive tke  tithes  of  BUborough^  which  belonged  to  Thomas 
Lord  Fairfax^  and  as  being  payable  on  Si.  Paul*s  day  in 
every  year,  or  as  soon  after  as  demanded,  in  lieu  and  sa- 
tisfaction of  all  tithes  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing, 
and  increasing  in  and  upon  such  farms  respectively. 

The  answer  stated,  that  all  the  tithes  of  all  the  other 
farms  and  lands  of  the  several  defendants,  except  the  tithes 
of  corn  and  grain,  belonged  to  the  owners  of  such  farms  and 
lands  respectively;  or  otherwise,  the  same  farms  and  lands 
were  freed,  exempted,  and  discharged  from  the  payment 
of  tithes,  except  the  tithes  of  corn  and  grain ;  or,  at  all 
events,  the  tithes  thereof,  except  the  tithes  of  corn  and 
grain,  did  not  belong  to  the  testator,  Thomas  Lord  Fair- 
fax, nor  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them ;  nor  were  the 
plaintiffs  entitled  to  any  tithes,  except  the  tithes  of  corn 
'  and  grain. 

The  defendant  Holdsworth,  put  in  a  separate  answer,  to 
the  same  general  effect  as  the  answer  of  the  other  defend- 
ants. 

Both  sides  entered  into  evidence  (a). 

1829.  Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Duckworth,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Bee.  15M, 

10/A  ^lui         ^^^  ^S^^>  *"^  ^^-  ^^^»  ^^^  ^^^  defendant,  Holdsworth. 


19M,  21  f^ 


(a)  The  evidence  is  very  ftiUy  detailed  in  the  judgment,  tn/ra. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  88 

Mr.  Boieler,  and  Mr.  Barber,  for  the  other  defendants.  1830. 

For  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  argued  that  Pope  Nicholas'  Fairfax 
taxationi  and  the  Nome  Rolls,  jhewed  that  the  rectory  Holdsworth. 
had  been  appropriated  to  the  priory  of  the  Holy  Trinity. 
That  the  return  to  the  comn^sion  respecting  alien  priories, 
in  1374,  shewed  that  the  priory  was  then  possessed  of  the 
rectory ;  and,  it  was  therefore  incumbent  on  the  defend- 
ants to  prove  that  the  rectory  had  been  alienated  by  the 
priory  before  the^  dissolution,  and  that,  at  the  dissolution^ 
a  portion  of  tithes  only  was  vested  in  the  priory.  That 
though  the  grant  from  the  Crown,  7  Edw,  6,  to  Wright 
and  Holmes  (a),  did  not,  in  words,  include  the  rectory, 
yet  the  parcels  were  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  war- 
rant the  presumption  that  it  was  intended  to  pass;  and 
if  not,  that,  having  reference  to  the  other  evidence,  it 
would  not  be  a  violent  stretch  to  presume  that  a  fur- 
ther grant  of  the  rectory  had  been  made  by  the  Crown 
to  the  same  person.  That  the  several  title-deeds  and 
documents,  public  and  private,  produced  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  shewed  that  the  Fair/ax  family  had 
from  time  to  time  considered  themselves,  and  had  been 
treated  by  other  persons,  as  entitled  to  the  rectory. 
That  the  defendants  did  not  prove  the  title  to  the  tithes 
to  be  in  any  other  person.  That  the  minister  had 
always  repaired  the  chancel  of  the  church.  That  the 
non-receipt  of  tithes  in  kind  by  the  rector  was  account* 
ed  for  by  the  fact  of  compositions  having  always  been 
paid  for  the  tithes.  That,  with  respect  to  the  moduses, 
even  if  proved,  they  were  ill-pleaded,  in  not  stating  to 
whom  in  particular  they  were  payable,  or  in  respect  of 
what  particular  tithes.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
following  cases  were  cited: — Nash  v.  Thorn {b),  Leech  v. 
Bailey  {e),  Bourkey.  Isaac  {d),  Blackburn  v.  Jepson  {e), 

(a)  See  mfra,  p.  89.  (d)  2  Price,  299 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  737. 

lb)  2  Cox,  1 99 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  359.  (e)  17  Ves.  473 ;  3  Swanst.  1 32 ; 

(c)  6  Price,  504 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  953.       2  E.  &  Y.  588. 
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18S0.        Lakev.  Skinner  (a),  [fFAieldonr.  Harvey  (b)^  Boultony. 
"TT^     ^       Richards  (c),  Dawes  v.  Benn  (d). 

Fairfax  ^  ^  ^   ' 

r. 

HoLDbwoaTH.       For  the  defendant,  Holdsworth,  it  was  argued,  that  the 

plaintiff,  Eamonson^  was  nominated  curate  only,  and  li- 
censed as  such;  and,  therefore,  could  not  claim  the  rec- 
tory. That  there  was  no  grant  of  the  rectory  produced, 
and  it  could  not  be  presumed  as  against  the  Crown.  That 
the  word  garbarum  in  the  grant  extended  to  corn  only,  un- 
less a  different  usage  could  be  shewn.  That  the  bill  was 
filed  by  persons  not  claiming  in  the  common  law  character 
of  rector,  and  entitled  to  all  legal  presumptions  as  such, 
but  as  grantees  from  the  Crown.  That  in  Dawe  v.  Benn, 
the  question  was  between  a  rector  and  vicar.  That,  in  the 
present  case,  if  there  had  been  any  usage,  it  might  have 
been  considered  as  an  explanation  of  the  grant,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  of  tithes  in  kind  having  been  rendered, 
except  in  one  trifling  instance ;  and  the  evidence  of  the 
compositions  did  not  shew  in  respect  of  what  tithes  in 
particular  the  compositions  were  made.  That  a  distinc- 
tion existed  between  a  claim  of  tithe  as  impropriate  rector, 
and  a  claim  of  title  to  tithes ;  in  the  latter  case  being  held 
to  strict  proof,  not  only  of  his  title,  but  also  of  the  percep- 
tion of  the  tithes  claimed.  Charlton  v.  Charlton  (e). 

The  following  cases  were  also  cited  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, Holdsworth,  viz,  Norbury  v.  Meade  (/),  Clegg  v. 
Leigh{g\  Attorney-General \.  Rigby  (A),  and  Ro.  Ab.SSS. 

For  the  defendants,  except  the  defendant  Holdsworth^ 
it  was,  in  substance,  contended  to  the  following  effect. — That 
there  was  a  wide  difference  in  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  all 

(a)  1  J.&W.9;  3E.&Y.976.  &C.751;  3  E.  &  Y.  110©. 

lb)  2  E.  &  Y.  60.  («)  Bunb.  325;  1  E.  &  Y.  33. 

(c)  6  Price,  483;    3  E.  &  Y.  C/")  3  Bligh,  211. 

940 ;  9  Price,  671 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  (g)  1  Bligb,  (new  series),  302. 

1068.  (A)   3  P.  Will.   145;    2   Vera. 

{d)  3  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  122 ;  1  Barn.  382. 
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the  tithes^  and  in  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  rectory,  as  1830. 
it  tended  to  mislead  the  defendants.  That  there  was  no  p^ikpax 
mention  otBilborough  as  a  rectory,  either  in  the  Valor  Ec^  ^  v^ 
ctesieuHcuSf  or  in  the  Minister's  Accounts ;  it  being  usual  in 
those  documents,  where  there  was  a  rectory,  to  state  it  at 
the  head  of  the  entry.  That,  if  the  plaintiffs  had  stated 
their  claim  to  be  as  rector,  the  moduses  would  have  been 
pleaded  with  greater  precision.  That  a  grant  of  the  Crown 
was  construed  strictly,  and  never  extended  beyond  the  ex- 
press words  of  it.  That  the  grant  did  not  in  words  include 
the  rectory,  and  no  subsequent  grant  of  the  rectory  could  be 
produced.  That  the  repairing  of  the  chancel  by  the  mi- 
nister of  Bilborough  might  be  matter  of  agreement,  or 
might  be  done  by  him  as  being  entitled  to  the  corn  tithes. 
That  the  minister  only  accounted  for  tithes  of  sheaves  as 
they  had  been  in  the  tenure  of  Leonard  BeckwUh.  That 
Beckmth  appeared  to  have  had  only  the  tithes  of  sheaves ; 
and  that,  as  it  would  have  been  difficult  to  reject  those 
words  in  a  case  between  party  and  party,  it  was  still  more 
difficult  in  a  case  beween  the  Crown  and  a  subject.  That 
if  the  rectory  were  not  in  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs 
had  not  proved  it  to  be  vested  in  them,  the  bill  must  be  dis« 
missed ;  or,  at  all  events,  the  Court  would  not,  on  the  evi- 
dence, decree  an  account,  without  a  trial  at  law,  and  espe- 
cially that  the  Court  would  not  take  upon  itself  to  decide, 
whether  the  right  of  nomination  to  the  church  was  assign- 
able. 

For  these  defendants  were  cited,  Hiedon  v.  Ibgrave  (a). 
Vicars  Choral  of  Litchfield  v.  Ayres  (6),  Leggetts  case  (c), 
jyOyley  v.  Attorney-General  {d),  Alexander  v.  Alexan- 
der (e),  Sugden  on  Powers  (/),  Hawkins  v.  Kemp  (g), 

(o)  3  Leon.  162.  Vtet;'  (C).  p.  485,  pi.  16. 

{¥)  Sir  W.  Jones,  435.  (c)  2  Ves.  640. 

(c)  10  Co.  109.  (/)  Page  210. 

{d)  4  Vin.  Ab.  tit.  "  CharitabU  {g)  3  East,  410. 
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1830.         Bum's  Ecclesiastical  Law,  title  "  Dean  and  Chapter,'*  and 
Fairfax       ^^  ^'  ^^^^  ^^^  Chapter  of  Normch{a). 


V, 
HoifDBWORTH. 


Mr,  Simpkinson,  in  reply,  contended — That  Norbury 
V.  Meade  was  no  authority  on  the  subject,  the  person  who 
claimed  there  as  rector  not  being  able  to  make  out  his  title  as 
such,  and  the  decree  proceeding  on  that  ground.  That  the 
evidence  shewed  that  the  rectory  was  at  one  time  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  priory,  and  the  Court,  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  would  infer  that  it  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  prior  until  the  dissolution.  That  the  title,  as 
deduced,  tended  also  to  establish  this.  That  there  being  no 
evidence  of  any  vicarage,  the  necessary  conclusion  was,  that 
no  vicarage  ever  existed,  and  the  terriers  produced  by  the 
defendants  removed  all  doubt  upon  the  subject,  by  shew- 
ing that  the  benefice  was  called  a  curacy.  And  it  was 
clear,  from  there  being  no  vicarage,  that  the  rectory  had 
been  appropriated  to  the  priory,  ad  mensam  monachorum, 
that  being  the  only  case  in  which  the  prior  would  be  ex- 
empted from  providing  a  vicar  (£).  That  Lord  Fairfax's 
codicil  shewed,  that  he  considered  himself  bound  to  pro- 
vide a  minister.  That  it  was  impossible  to  look  at  the 
evidence,  without  being  satisfied  that  the  rectory  came  to 
the  Crown  at  the  dissolution,  and  was  intended  to  be 
granted  by  the  Crown  to  Wright  and  Holmes.  That  the 
case  of  the  Vicars  Choral  of  Litchfield  v.  Ayres  did  not 
apply,  for  it  was  clear,  that,  even  in  the  case  of  the  Crown, 
a  rectory  would  pass  under  general  words.  Anon,  Dyer  (c), 
Regina  v.  Lewis  (c/),  Dickinson  v.  Reade  (e),  Barker  v. 
Baker  (/).     That  the  stat.  1  Edw.  6  (g)  confirmed  all  pa- 

(a)l  Strange,  159.  (e)  Dixan'i  case,    2  Ro.  ltd; 

(6)  Burn's  E.  L.  p.  55,  tit "  Cu-  MS.  Calth.  1  E.  &  Y.  305. 

rate:'  (/)  Cro.  Jac.  48 ;   3  £.  &  Y. 

(c)  Page  350 ;  Ibid.  369  a.  1 202. 

Id)  1  Leon.  119.  (g)  Cap.  8. 
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tents  granted  by  King  Hen.  8,  and  the  stat.  7  Edw.  6  (a)         18dD. 

confirmed  not  only  all  grants  made  by  King  Hen.  8,  but  all       p^iipAt 

those  which  had  subsequently  been  made  by  King  Edw.  6,  v. 

notwithstanding  any  mis-recital  contained  in  them.     So 

that,  if  there  had  been  any  mis-recital  in  the  grant  to 

Wright  and  Holmes^  it  would  have  been  remedied  by 

those  statutes.  That  if  the  Court  were  to  be  even  of  opin*- 

ion,  that  the  original  grant   was  insufficient,  yet  rather 

than  disturb  so  ancient  a  possession,  it  would  presume  an* 

other  grant.  Bedel  v.  Beard  (A),  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 

Kingston  v*  Homer  (c),  Sawbridge  v.  Benson  (d).     That  in 

Bonsey  v.  Lee{e)f  it  was  decided,  that,  where  there  was  no 

vicarage,  the  impropriator  was  bound  to  maintain  a  priest. 

That  Lord  i^aif/ox,  treating  himself  as  impropriator,  had, 

by  the  codicil  to  his  will,  provided  such  maintenance.  And 

the  mode  of  providing  for  the  minister  by  that  codicil 

shewed  two  things:  first ,  that  there  was  no  vicarage ;  for, 

if  so,  Lord  Fairftix  would  not  have  been  bound  to  provide 

a  minister;  and  secondly,  that  he  provided  such  minister 

under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  17  Car.  2{/).     That 

the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  with  a  view  of  proving 

that  a  right  of  nomination  was  not  assignable,  were  all  cases 

in  which  the  persons  entitled  were  mere  trustees. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  already  noticed,  were  cited 
Crayhome  v.  Taylor  (g),  Lowther  v.  Bolton  (A),  Mutter 
V.  Chauvel{i)s  and  Co.  Litt.  344.  a. 

For  the  defendant,  Holdsworth,  in  reply  to  the  cases 
cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  contended,  that, 
supposing  the  right  of  nomination  to  be  assignable,  yet 
that  the  nomination  of  Eamonson  was  invalid,  the  plain- 

ia)  Cap.  3.  (/)  Cap.  3. 

(6)  12  Co.  4  b.  (g)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  517;  2  Wood, 

(c)  Cowp.  102.  273;  1  E.  &  Y.  795. 

id)  2  Anstr.  372;   2  E.  &  Y.  (A)  3   E.  &  Y.   1271;    Gwill. 

400.  1120. 

.  («)  1  Vera.  247 ;  1  E.  &  Y.  548.  (i)  1  Merir.  475. 
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1830.         tiff  Fairfax^  at  the  time  of  the  nomination,  not  being  pos- 
Fairfax       sessed  of  the  legal  estate,  it  being  then  vested  in  a  trustee. 
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For  the  other  defendants  it  was  insisted,  that  the  case 
brought  forward  by  the  plaintifia  was  a  seisin  of  the  tithes, 
and  not  of  the  rectory.  That  the  words  in  the  case  in 
Dyer  were  large  enough  to  pass  the  rectory,  but  not  so  in 
the  present  case.  That  the  passage  referred  to  in  Co.  Lit., 
and  the  case  of  Mutter  v.  Chauvel,  had  no  application,  as 
the  living  was  not  a  donative,  nor  was  there  any  presenta- 
tion to  the  bishop,  but  merely  a  nomination  of  the  curate, 
and  no  question  of  plenarty  could  possibly  arise  in  the  case. 

1830.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  this  case,  Thotnca  Lo- 

Nov,  nth,  dington  Fairfax  is  the  plaintiff,  as  claiming  to  have  the 
legal  estate  in  all  the  tithes  in  the  parish  of  Bilboroughp 
within  the  county  of  the  city  of  York;  and  the  Reverend 
Betifamin  Eamonson,  the  co-plaintiff,  is  the  nominee  of 
Thomas  Lodington  Fair/ax,  and  licensed  by  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Yorkf  to  perform  the  office  of  curate  of  what 
in  the  licence  is  called,  '^  The  perpetual  curacy  of  Bilbo- 
rough.**  As  such,  he  is  the  cestui  que  trust  of  such  tithes 
as  Mr.  Fair/ax  is  entitled  to.  The  defendants  are  occu- 
piers within  the  parish;  some,  and  particularly  John 
Robson^  are  occupiers  within  a  district  of  the  parish, 
called  the  lordship  of  Sandwith.  The  defence  is^  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  shewn  no  legal  title  to  any  tithes,  or  at 
least  have  shewn  a  title  to  the  tithe  of  sheaves  only,  and  not 
to  any  other  tithes.  It  is  also  insisted,  that  several  mo- 
duses  are  payable  for  some  particular  farms,  and  that  cer- 
tain lands  pay  no  tithes.  *  To  these  defences  I  shall  here- 
after advert. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  somewhat  peculiar; 
at  least,  in  my  experience,  I  have  not  met  with  any  re- 
sembling them.  I  shall  begin  by  giving  a  general  out- 
line of  the  case,  in  order,  that,  when  I  detail  the  ancient 
documents  and  advert  to  the  usage,  which  appears  from 
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the  evidence  to  have  prevailed  in  the  parish,  I  may  be         1990.' 
the  better  understood.  „    " 

Faikfaz 

The  tithes  of  the  parish  seem  to  have  been  appropri<i  v. 

ated  to  the  priory  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  York.  There 
is  no  trace  of  any  vicarage,  either  endowed  or  unendowed, 
for  the  performance  of  the  service  of  the  parish  church.* 
The  appropriation  had  certainly  taken  phice  before  the  15th 
of  Richard  the  second.  The  priory  seems  to  have  been 
one  of  the  lesser  monasteries,  and  to  have  been  dbsolved  by 
the  act  of  the  37th  of  Henry  the  eighth;  and  no  provi-^ 
sion  whatever  for  the  service  of  the  church  appears,  from 
any  of  the  documents  furnbhed  to  me,  to  have  been  made 
before  the  reign  of  Charles  the  first. 

In  the  7th  of  Edward  the  sixth,  about  the  year  1554, 
that  prince  granted  to  two  persons,  named  Wright  and 
Holmes,  the  tithes  of  sheaves,  hay,  and  all  other  tithes 
yearly  accruing,  among  other  places,  in  Bilborough,  but 
the  word  rectory  or  advowson  is  not  used  in  that  grant. 
It  is  to  be  collected,  that  these  tithes  became  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Fairfax  family  in  the  reign  of  EKxabelh, 
and  in  some  of  the  instruments  which  members  of  that 
fiunily  appear  to  have  executed,  it  is  called  the  parsonage; 
in  others  the  rectory,  and  in  others  the  tithes  only  are  men- 
tioned. In  the  reign  of  Charles  the  second,  these  tithes  ap- 
pear to  have  been  the  property  of  Lord  l^ati/ba:,  known  in 
history  as  general  of  the  Parliamentary  armies.  He  appears 
to  have  lived  down  to  the  19th  or  ^th  of  Charles  the  se- 
cond, many  years  after  the  Restoration. 

By  a  codicil,  of  the  year  1671,  he  devised  to  his  domes- 
tic chaplain  all  the  tithes  of  Bilborough  and  Sandwiih, 
for  sixty  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  on  the  condition 
that  he  supplied  a  preaching  minister  there :  and,  after- 
wards, he  gave  the  remainder  in  fee  of  the  said  tithes  to 
Henry  Fairfax^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  the  use 
of  a  preaching  minister  there,  to  be  nominated  by  the 
said  Henry  Fairfax,  and  his  heirs. 
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1880.  In  the  reign  of  George  the  first,  about  the  year  1716, 

"  these  tithes  were  sold,  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 

V.  Chancery,  to  Robert  Fatrfax,  and  they  were  conTeyed, 

under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  to  him  and  John  Hdrd^ 
vAcke,  as  his  trustee.  The  parcels  are  thus  described:- 
**  The  manor  of  Silborough  and  Sandwiih,  and  alto  ike 
tithes  ofBilborough  andSandmth,  and  the  advowson  or  pa^ 
tronage,  donationf  and  nomination  of  a  preaehir^  minister 
or  curate  to  the  parish  church  ofBilborough;  to  hold  to 
Robert  Fairfax  and  John  HardwickCi  in  trust  as  to  the 
tithes  ofBilborough  and  Sandwith,  to  the  use  of  a  preach- 
ing minister^  to  be  nominated  by  Robert  Fairfax,  and  his 
heirs.''  The  present  plaintiff,  Robert  Lodington  Fair- 
fax, represents,  for  this  purpose,  both  Robert  Fair- 
fax and  Hardwicke,  and  the  plaintiff  Eamonson  is  his 
nominee,  duly  licensed  and  authorized  by  the  Archbishop 
of  York  to  perform  the  office  of  curate,  and,  in  fact,  is 
executing  these  duties. 

The  usage,  as  far  back  as  it  can  be  traced  by  public 
testimony,  throws  a  very  obscure  and  doubtful  light  on 
the  rights  of  the  parties;  the  parish  having  been  at  all 
times,  as  far  back  as  we  know,  under  compositions,  and 
there  being  no  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
specific  tithes  that  were  so  compounded  for. 

These  are  the  general  circumstances  which  give  rise  to 
the  main  question  in  the  cause,  vix.  whether  the  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  the  whole  tithes  of  the  parish,  or  to  any 
thing  more  than  the  coin  tithes.  If  the  family  of  Fairfax 
had  derived  from  the  Crown  a  clear  title  to  the  rectory, 
it  appears  to  me,  the  question  would  not  have  been  in- 
volved in  any  difficulty,  inasmuch  as,  under  those  cir- 
cumstances, it  would  have  been  thrown  upon  any  person, 
resisting  the  claim  of  the  rector,  to  make  out  a  claim  to 
the  tithes  withdrawn  from  the  rector,  or,  at  least,  an  ex- 
emption under  some  statute.  Nowy  in  this  case,  nothing 
of  that  sort  is  contended.     There  is  no  suggestion  that 
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there  is  any  exemption  under  the  statute  of  Henry  the         18^0. 
eighth;  there  is  no  suggestion  of  any  real  composition;       Fairfax 
and  there  is  no  suggestion,  sustained  by  any  plausible  evi*  v. 

dence,  of  any  title  m  any  other  person,  appearing  in  any 
document,  either  ancient  or  modem;  so  that  the  general 
defence  amounts  to  nothing  but  a  plea  in  nan  decinumdo, 
or  to  an  objection  to  the  want  of  title  in  the  plaintiffs. 

I  will  now  detail  the  evidence  which  has  been  laid  be- 
fore the  Court,  nearly  in  chronological  order,  ahd  then  I 
will  state  the  deduction  which,  it  appears  to  me,  on  sound 
reasoning,  ought  to  be  made  from  it. 

The  first  document  is.  Pope  Nicholas*  taxation  in 
1291 ;  the  only  entry  with  which  I  have  been  furnished  is 
in  these  words,  viz.  *  Ecclesia  de  Bilborough,  18  marks. 
The  observation  on  this  document  is,  that  the  benefice  is 
called  '  Ecclesia^  and  that  it  seems,  at  that  time,  to  have 
been  of  considerable  value. 

The  next  instruments  are  the  Nones  Rolls,  in  the  15th 
oi  Edward  iiMt  third,  A.D.,  134S;  the  extract  is  headed, 
'  Bilborough,  18  marts,'  evidently  referring  to  the  tax- 
ation of  Pope  Nicholas.  The  return  of  the  parishioners, 
who  were  sworn,  is  to  this  effect,  viz.  **  Thai  the  ninth  of 
the  sheaves f  fleeces,  and  lambs  of  the  whole  parish,  is 
worth  this  year,  61,  lOs.  IHd,,  and  no  more,  because  the 
village  of  Sandwith,  which  formerly  used  to  be  worth  as 
much  of  the  said  church,  at  the  time  of  the  taxation  there' 
of,  as  the  village  of  Bilborough,  is  now  destroyed  and 
wholly  desolate;  and  because  300  acres  of  land  He  sterile 
in  the  fields  of  Bilborough  and  Sandwith,  uncultivated,  by 
reason  of  the  inability  of  the  tenant.^' 

It  is  to  be  observed  on  this  document,  that  it  treats 
Sandwith  as  within  the  parish,  and  that  it  refers  to  the 
former  taxation  ot  Bilborough  as  a  church. 

The  next  document  produced,  in  order  of  time,  is  dated 
in  the  48th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  same  moAarcb.  It 
arises  from  a  commission  issued  by  King  Edward,  to  in- 
quire into  the  benefices  possessed  by  aliens.    It  seems,  that 
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1830.        the  then  prior  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  Yori^  was  a  person  ot 

Fairi AS       ^^^  description^  and  among  other  possessions,  the  return 

V*  states  him  to  be  possessed  of  the  church  of  Bilborough^ 
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worth  yearly,  twelve  marks,  5s.  4c/.  No  other  observation 
occurs  on  this  document,  except,  that  the  benefice  in  the 
hands  of  the  prior  continued  to  be  called  a  church  of  the 
value  before*-mentiohed. 

These  three  documents,  the  whole  that  are  produced 
prior  to  the  dissolution  in  the  reign  of  Henry  the  eighth, 
prove  suflSciently  that  the  prior  and  convent  were  possessed 
of  the  benefice,  parsonage,  or  rectory  ot  Bilborough;  and 
it  is  to  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  evidence, 
of  all  the  profits  and  emoluments  usually  annexed  to  that 
character  and  description. 

The  next  instrument  which  is  produced  is  a  lease 
made  to  Leonard  Beckwith,  of  the  28th  Henry  the  eighth, 
A.D.  15S7.  The  King  demises  to  this  person  all  the 
tithes  of  corn  and  hay  (garbamm  et  feni)^  of  Dryng^ 
houses^  Knapton,  and  Bilborough^  and  also  the  tithes  of 
certain  closes  in  the  lordship  of  Sandwith,  for  twenty-one 
years,  rendering  a  rent  of  15/.  5s.  10^.,  for  all  the  pre- 
mises demised:— and  the  tithes  of  com  and  hay  of  BUbo^ 
rough  have  6L  lOs.  allotted  to  them,  and  the  tithes  of  the 
closes  in  Sandmth  have  SOs.  allotted  to  them,  as  parcel 
of  this  rent.  This  lease,  together  with  the  other  contem- 
porary documents,  satisfy  me,  that  very  little  reliance  is  to 
be  placed  on  the  particular  descriptions  contained  in  them. 
The  terms  of  this  demise  express  the  tithes  of  sheaves 
and  hay  oi  Bilborough^  and  the  tithes  generally,  without 
any  limitation,  of  certain  closes  in  Sandmth* 

The  next  document  is  the  Minister's  account,  end- 
ing at  Michaelmas^  ^th  of  Henry  the  eighth,  which 
charges  the  accountant  with  13/.  for  the  farm  of  the 
tithes  of  sheaves  of  Drynghouses,  Knapton,  and  Bilbo^ 
roughs  and  of  certain  closes  within  the  lordship  of  Saml- 
with.  The  Minister's  accounts,  which  follow  this,  are, 
either  in  terms  or  substance,  to  the  same  effect.     It  is  to 
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be  observedi  that  no  credit  is  giyen  for  any  other  tithes         \f^36. 
than  those  in  lease  to  Beckwith;  and  that  the  accountant,       faihfax 
in  his  description  of  the  parcels  demised,  drops  the  tithe  «• 

of  hay.  It  struck  me,  whilst  examining  these  documents, 
as  a  remarkable  circumstance  in  these  accounts,  that  in 
almost  every  instance  in  which  the  accountant  is  account- 
ing for  the  tithes  of  parishes,  and  there  are  very  many, 
{viz.  fourteen  or  fifteen),  he  uniformly  states  the  demise  to 
be  of  the  sheaves  only.  It  seems  impossible  that  this  could 
have  been  a  correct  representation,  or,  if  correct,  it  would 
shew  that  the  other  tithes  were  disregarded  generally 
throughout  the  country,  as  of  no  consequence. 

I  now  come  to  the  grant  under  which  the  property  is 
at  present  held;  it  is  dated  the  7th  of  Edioard  the  sixth, 
A.D.  1554.  This  grant  is  preceded  by  a  particular: 
which  particular  is  as  follows: — 

**  Tithes  of  DrynghouseSf  Knapion,  and  Bilborougkf 
in  the  said  county  of  York,  are  valued  at — the  farm  of  the 
tithes  of  com  of  Drynghouses,  40«.; — Knapton,  60«.y-^ 
and  Bilboroughf  61.  lOs.;  late  in  the  hands  of  the  late 
prior  and  convent  of  the  late  priory  iiforesaid,  so  demised 
to  Sir  Leonard  Beekwithe,  Knight ,  by  indenture ,  as  it  is 
saidf  rendering  therefore  at  the  terms  of  Saint  Martin, 
in  the  winter  andpentecost  equally,  by  year,  11/.  10^. 

In  this  particular,  the  tithe  of  hay,  is  dropped  entire- 
ly, although  it  was  expressly  demised  to  Beckwithe. 
The  closes  in  Sandwith  are  also  dropped,  valued  at  SOs., 
although  they  were  in  lease  to  Beclnoithe,  and  appear,  by 
the  whole  evidence,  to  be  within  the  limits  of  the  parish 
o{  Bilbarough. 

The  grant  which  followed  this  particular  contains  agreat 
number  of  other  premises,  and  then  grants — **  Omnes 
Mas  decimas  garbarum^  granarum,  bladorumi  feni, 
lame,  et  agneUorum  nostras,  ac  alias  decimas  nostras 
quascunque,  annuatim  et  de  tempore  in  tempus  crescentes, 
pervenientes,  sive  renovantes,  in  Drynghouses,  Knapton,  et 
Bilburgh,  in  camitatu  civitatis  JEborum,  modo  vel  nuper 
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1830.         fit  tenur,  Leonardi  Beckwithe,   militis,  nuper  priarai. 
Fairfax       SancUB  Trimiatis  infra  dictam  civitatem  Eborum^  quoH" 
^'  dam  specianies  et  periinentes,  ae  parcetta  possessionum 

existences,  ac  in  tnanibus  ei  occupaiione  propria  miper 
prioris  ei  canvenius  dicti  nuper  priorcUus  SancitB  TrimtO' 
tiSf  infra  civiiatem  Eborum,  tempore  assolutionis  ejusdem 
,nuper  prior,  existenies.^' 

It  13  to  be  observed,  that  the  lease  to  Beckwith  is  of 
sheaves  and  hay,  and  the  proposal  is  for  the  purchase  of  the 
sheaves  only;  though  the  value  stated  is  what  is  assign* 
-ed  ta  the  sheaves  and  hay  united: — that  the  Ministers 
mention  only  the  tithe  of  sheaves,  though  they  account 
•for  the  combined  rent,  and  that  the  royal  grant  passes 
sheaves,  hay,  lamb,  wool,  and  every  tithe  whatever. 

The  documents  certainly  do  not  tally  with  each  other. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  the  grant  should  receive  a 
construction  from  the  particular  and  the  lease.  But  what 
right  has  this  Court,  in  a  cause  between  these  parties,  to 
daiy  to  the  grant  its  operation  according  to  the  tenor. 
What  Queen  Elizabeth's  Attorney-General  might  have 
done,  it  is  not  for  me  to  conjecture,  but,  at  the  distance  of 
centuries,  we  have  only  to  put  upon  it  the  best  construc- 
tion we  can.  I  am  bound  to  consider  the  charter  as 
passing  to  the  grantee  every  thing  which  would  pass  by 
the  description  used  in  the  grant  itself.  It  cannot  be 
doubted,  but  that  the  real  intention  was  to  pass  all  the 
tithes  of  the  parish,  as  they  had  belonged  to  the  prior, 
and  as  the  prior  had  transferred  them  to  the  Crown. 

It  will  appear,  I  think,  from  the  subsequent  deduction  of 
the  title,  that  this  was  the  construction  which  it  received. 

Early  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elixabeth,  in  1562,  only 
eight  years  after  the  grant,  it  appears  that  this  family  (I 
mean  the  Fairfaxs)  had  become  entitled  to  these  tithes. 
The  purchase  deed  itself  does  not  appear.  But  an  in- 
strument is  produced  of  that  date;  from  which  it  is  to  be 
inferred,  as  satisfactorily  as  if  the  deed  itself  were  pro« 
duced.    This  is  a  deed  poll  of  one  Ralphe  DtfgSekl,  on 
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the  Ist  April,  in  the  4th  of  EUxabeth,     which,  ^'for        IMe. 
Mvers  good  cotuiderations,  and  for  the  confidence  and      ^^[^^[^ 
trust  that  Sir  WiUiam  Fairfax,    Knight,  did  give  unto        ^'"^ 
him,  for  the  joint  purchase  of  the  parsonage  and  tithe  of  *'^"'™»'^*'*- 
Bilborough,  and  for  that  he  understands  that  the  said  Sir 
William  Fairfax,  as  well  by  his  unit  and  gyvest  to  Ga- 
briel Fairfax,  his  son,  of  the  same  parsonage  and  tythei" 
therefore,  he  conveys  and  grants  ^11  his  right,  title,  and 
interest,  to  the  said  Gabriel,  and  his  heirs;  and  he  ako 
covenants  to  make  further  assurance  to  Gabriel  of  (using 
the  words)  *' parsonage  and  other  the  premises.'* 

Now,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  at  this  time,  it  was 
conceived  that  what  Sir  William  Fairfax  had  purchased 
was,  what  is  called,  in  Pope  Nicholas'  taxation,  "  Ecde- 
sia  de  Bilborough,  and  what  is  again  called  in  the  inqui- 
sition respecting  the  alien  priories,  ''Ecclesiade  Bilbo- 
rough*'' 

And  was  not  this  a  just  view  of  the  subject?  The  grant 
comprised  the  whole  tithes  of  every  description  appurte- 
nant to  the  benefice.  The  benefice  consisted  of  the  tithes 
only.  The  rectory  was  nothfng  else.  There  was  no  vi- 
carage, no  curacy,  no  right  of  presentation,  no  advowson. 
When  they  had  every  thing  of  which  the  rectory  consist- 
ed, they  had  the  rectory  (a).  The  case  of  Dawes  v. 
J^ennib)  adopts  and  confirms  this  construction.  There 
the  same  words — Necnon  omnes  illas  dedmas  nostras 
garbarum  etgranorum,  annuatim,  et  de  tempore  in  tempus, 
crescentium,  provenientium,  sen  renovantium,  in  Haltont* 
were  held  to  place  the  grantee  in  the  situation  of  the 
Crown,  and  therefore  to  place  him  in  the  situation  of  the 
rector. 

In  the  6th  of  James  (he  1st,  being  1608,  or  1609,  a  deed 

(a)  Properly  the  offerings  and  this    general   name    [parsonage], 

tithes  make  the  parsonage;    and  Year  Book,  8H.  7,  c.2;    1  Eagle 

yet,  if  any  glebe  land  belong  to  the  &  Y.  49. 
parsonage,  and  this  be  leased  for  a         (6)  Siqfra, 
term  of  years,  the  land  passes  by 
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1830.         was  made  between  Philip  Fairfax  and  others  of  the  one 
^^"^''     ^       part,  and  Sir  Thomas  Fairfax ^  of  the  other  part;  by  which 
V.  was  conveyed  to  Sir  Thomas^  various  premises  which  had 

been  the  inheritance  of  Sir  William  Fairfax^  the  great 
grandfather  of  Philip  or  of  Gabriel  Fairfax^  his  grand- 
father, or  of  Sir  WiUiam^  his  father.  The  deed  does  not 
specify  either  the  rectory  or  the  tithes  of  Bilboraugh,  but 
specifies  the  manor  or  lordship  of  Bilboroughf  with  the 
appurtenances,  and  all  tenements  and  hereditaments  in 
BUborough.  There  is,  then,  a  contemporary  fine  of  the 
following  term,  {Easier  Term,  6th  James  1st),  in  which 
conusance  is  made  expressly  of  the  rectory  of  Bilborough, 
with  the  appurtenances. 

About  thirty  years  afterwards,  in  Afay,  ISth  Charles 
1st,  1638,  on  the  marriage  of  Thomas  Fairfax^  the  grand- 
son of  the  then  Thomas  Lord  Faiffax^  with  Anne^  one< 
of  the  daughters  of  Horace  Lord  Fere,  the  family  exe- 
cuted a  deed  of  settlement.  The  parties  to  this  deed 
were  Thomas^  the  then  Lord  Fairfax^  and  his  son.  Sir  Fer- 
dinando  Fairfax^  the  father  of  the  gentleman  about  to 
be  married,  of  the  first  part;  Richard  Ashe,  afterwards  a 
Judge  of  the  Common  Pleas^  and  Thomas  fPiddington^ 
afterwards  a  Serjeant  at  Law,  as  trustees,  of  the  second 
part;  and  Lady  Mary  Vere,  the  mother  of  the  lady  to  be 
married,  and  others  of  her  connexions,  of  the  third  part. 
In  the  deed,  among  the  parcels  conveyed,  are  the  ma- 
nor of  Bilboroughf  with  its  appurtenances,  and  all  the 
lands,  tenements: — then,  in  the  copy  with  which  I  have  been 
furnished,  follows  a  blank,  arising,  I  presume,  from  the 
word  being  illegible  in  the  original.  This  blank,  I  think 
myself  entitled  to  supply  with  the  word  **  tithes,**  both 
because  the  context  in  the  deed  itself  requires  it,  and  be- 
cause the  deed  is  recited  in  an  inquisitio  post  mortem, 
taken  on  the  death  of  the  same  Lord  Fairfax,  and  the 
word  in  the  same  place  is  ''  tithes.**  The  deed  then  goes 
on  as  follows: — '*  hereditaments  of  them.  Lord  Fairfax, 
Sir  Ferdinando  Fairfax,  or  either  of  them,  situate,  lying. 
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and  being,  coming,  growing,  and  renewing^  (which  are         1^^- 
words  particularly  applicable  to  tithes),  within  the  manor       p^ii,^ 
q{  BilboA}ugh  and  Sandmih,  or  either  of  them,  or  within  v. 

the  township,  village,  or  hamlet  of  Bilboroughsaxd  Sand^ 
with,  or  either  of  them,  in  the  county  of  the  city  of  York, 
The  purpose  of  this  deed  was  to  suffer  a  recovery  to  the 
uses  mentioned,  which  were  much  of  the  usual  description, 
and  which  it  is  not  material  to  detail. 

A  recovery  was  accordingly  suffered  as  of  Trinity  Term 
foUovring,  that  is,  of  the  13th  Charles  1st.  The  record  of 
this  recovery  mentions,  among  the  parcels  demanded,  the 
manor  of  Bilborough,  with  its  appurtenances,  '^neonon 
omnes  et  omnimodaa  decimas  annuatim  provementium, 
crescentium,  seu  renovantium,  in  Bilborough  ei  Sandmth.'* 
Here,  it  will  be  remembered j  that  the  words  ''  rectory  or 
parsonage  *'  are  neither  of  them  used,  but  the  parcels  are 
described  as  the  tithes  of  these  districts,  without  any  li« 
mitation  whatever,  either  in  respect  of  species  or  of  local 
descri4>tion. 

Lord  Fairfax,  the  party  to  these  proceedings,  died  about 
three  years  afterwards,  the  1st  May^  164^1.  We  have 
an  inquisition  soon  after  his  death,  taken  in  Augusi  of  that 
year.  The  Jury  state  the  deed  of  1638,  and  supply  the 
defect  in  the  first  skin  of  parchment  of  that  deed,  which  I 
pointed  out.  They  state  the  parcels  thus: — **  Toium  ittud 
manerium  de  Bilborough,  cumperiinenHis^  et  omnia  terras, 
tenementa,  decimas,  et  hereditamenta,  in  Bilborough  pre^ 
diet,  et  Sandunth.  They  recite  the  deed,  no  doubt,  as 
it  was.  In  a  subsequent  part  of  this  documwt,  where  the 
Jury  are  certifying  the  value  of  the  various  properties 
which  Lord  Fair/ax  had  in  reversion,  they  express  them- 
selves thus: — **  Et  quod  rectoria  de  Bilborough  cum  per- 
tinentHs  predict."^  and  other  premises,  which  are  mention* 
ed,  are  worth,  by  the  year,  above  reprises,  SO^.  Here 
they  treat  the  tithes  as  the  rectory  of  Bilborough. 

The  next  deed  which  has  bei^  produced,  bears  date  in 

VOL.  I.  H 


9S  EQUITY*  CASES  IN  THE 

I83(X         1650,  about  nine  years  after  the  inquisition.  At  this  time  it 

Fairfax       seems  that  Sir  Ferdinando,  who  had  succeeded  his  father, 

^'  as  Lord  Fairfax,  and  as  tenant  for  life,  was  dead,  and  the 

HOLDSWOETH. 

name  and  fortunes  of  the  family  had  devolved  upon  7%o« 
mas,  the  intended  husband  in  the  settlement  of  1638.  He 
executes  this  deed,  with  a  view  to  a  fine  which  was  to 
give  him  the  estate  in  fee.  He  covenants  to  and  with 
the  Earl  of  Clare,  Richard  Ashe,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Cammcm  PleaSf  and  Sir  Thomas  Widdington,  Serjeant  at 
law,  that  he  will  levy  a  fine,  among  other  things,  of  "  all 
the  manor  or  lordship  of  Bilborough,  with  the  rights,  mem" 
bers,  and  appurtenances  thereof,  and  all  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, tithes,  and  hereditaments  of  him,  Lord  Fairfax-, 
situate,  lying,  and  being,  coming,  growing,  and  renewing, 
within  the  manor  of  Bilborough  and  Sandwith,  or  either 
of  them,  or  within  the  parish,  township,  tillage,  or  hamlet 
of  Bilborough  and  Sandwith,  or  either  ofthem^^  In  an- 
other part  of  the  deed,  providing  for  the  names  to  be  used 
in  the  fine,  the  present  subject  is  described  thus : — ''  aU 
manner  of  iithes  yearly  coming,  growing,  or  renewing,  in 
Bilborough  and  Sandith,  alias  Sandwith.^ 

No  chirograph  is  produced.  I  presume  they  followed 
the  provisions  of  the  deed,  and,  if  so,  the  fine  would  be 
levied  of  all  the  tithes  of  those  districts. 

The  next  instrument  to  be  mentioned  is  the  codicil  of 
Lord  Fairfax,  I  presume  the  same  person.  Be  that  as 
it  may,  he  was  the  Parliamentary  general.  The  will  is  dat- 
ed 19th  Charles  the  second,  1667,  and  the  codicil  the  23rd 
oi  Charles  the  second,  1671.  The  codicil  is,  as  to  this 
subject,  in  the  following  words: — **  I  give  to  Mr.  Richard 
Sheaton,  my  domestic  chaplain,  aUmy  tithes  of  Bilborough 
and  Sandwith,  in  the  county  of  the  city  of  York,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  three  score  years,  if  the  said  Richard 
Sheaton  do  so  long  live,  provided  he  do  so  supply  the  office 
of  a  preaching  minister  there,  or  procure  one  to  do  it\ 
And  afterwards,  the  remainder  in  fee  of  the  said  tithes  I 
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give  to  Henry  Fairfax,  of  Oglethorpe^  aforesaid,  and  hie        1830. 
heira  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  a      Fairfax 
preaching  minister  there,  to  be  nominated  by  the  said  Hen*  *• 

ry Fairfax,  and  his  heirs.'*  This  codicil  and  devise  are  the 
foundation  of  the  present  suit.  The  tithes  are  now  claim- 
ed under  it. 

In  1716«  thesot  with  other  estates  of  the  family,  were 
sold,  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  o{  Chancery,  and  con- 
veyed in  pursuance  of  that  decree.  The  conveyance  is  dated 
the  14th  July,  1716,  and  was  made  between  Thomas  Lord 
Fairfax,  and  other  persons  of  the  one  part,  and  Robert 
Fairfax,  and  John  Harduncke,  of  the  other  part,  and  re- 
cites, that  the  estates  thereinafter  mentioned  had  been  con- 
veyed by  Thomas,  Lord  Fairfax,  the  father  of  the  party,  in 
trust  to  pay  his  debts,  and  that,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1709, 
he  had  devised  all  his  estates  for  the  same  purposes ;  that 
a  suit  had  been  instituted;  that  a  decree  for  sale  had  been 
made;  and  that  Robert  Fairfax,  named  of  the  second 
part,  was  the  highest  bidder.  And  then  Lord  Fairfax, 
and  all  the  other  parties,  in  pursuance  of  the  decree,  con- 
vey the  manors  or  lordships  of  Bilborough  and  Sandwith, 
and  also  the  tithes  of  Bilborough  and  Sandwith,  and  the 
advowson  or  patronage,  donation,  and  nomination  of  a 
preaching  minister  or  curate  to  the  parish  church  of  Bil" 
borough,  to  Robert  Fairfax,  and  John  Hardwicke,  and 
their  heirs. 

By  a  deed,  dated  a  few  months  afterwards,  that  is,  in 
March  of  the  same  year,  the  transaction  being  before  the 
change  of  the  stile,  John  Hardwicke  declared  himself  and 
his  heirs  trustees  for  Robert  Fairfax  and  his  heirs. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  statement  of  the  deeds  any 
further.  The  facts  I  have  already  stated  must  rule  the  chief 
question  one  way  or  the  other.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, Thomas  Lodington  Fairfax,  has  the  title  of  Robert 
Fairfax,  the  purchaser  in  the  deed  of  1716:  and  that  a 
gentleman  of  the  name  of  Parkins,  and  his  wife,  had  the 

h2 
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1830.  estate  of  John  Hardwicke.  This  estate  has  been  convey- 
Faibfax  ^^  ^^  ^^  plaintiff  J^aii/ajry  so  diat  he  unites  in  himself  all 
V,  the  title,  legal  and  equitable,  of  the  family  to  the  tithes. 

He  nominated  his  co-plaintiff,  Eamotuon^  who  has  been  du- 
ly licensed  by  the  Archbishop,  has  fulfilled  all  formalities, 
and  has  duly  officiated  for  some  years. 

The  first  question  is,  as  I  have  before  stated,  whether 
the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  are  entitled  to  a  decree 
for  the  small  tithes,  as  well  as  the  tithes  of  com. 

I  do  not  advert,  at  present,  to  the  controversy  respect- 
ing the  tithes  of  particular  lands,  said  to  be  entirely  ex- 
empted, nor  to  the  moduses.  The  questi<Mi,  as  to  the  species 
of  tithes  to  which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled,  must  be  re- 
solved with  reference  to  circumstances  of  two  descrip- 
tions. One  is,  the  effect  of  the  documents,  which  I  have 
detailed ;  the  other  is  the  usage,  that  is,  the  construction 
which  the  parties  themselves  have  by  their  conduct  put 
upon  these  documents. 

The  documents  appear  to  me  to  shew  clearly  that  Thomas 
LodingtonFairfax  stands,  with  respect  to  the  general  tithes 
of  this  parish,  in  the  situation  of  rector.  If  any  reliance  is 
to  be  placed  upon  the  language  of  the  ancient  documents, 
the  prior  had  the  church  of  Bilborough.  We  have  the 
most  authentic  testimony  from  the  return  to  the  com- 
mission of  Edward  the  third,  respecting  the  alien  priories, 
that  the  prior  of  the  Holy  Trinity  of  York  was  pos- 
sessed of  the  church  of  BUborough.  It  was  at  that 
time,  and  probably  long  before,  appropriated  to  him ;  and, 
therefore,  before  the  time  of  Richard  the  second,  in  the 
15th  year  of  whose  reign  the  act  was  made,  requiring  in 
every  appropriation  the  estaUishment  of  a  vicarage,  the 
pricMT  and  convent  were  rectors  of  BUborough. 

The  same  character  and  rights  were  transferred  to  the 
Crown,  at  the  dissolution,  and,  for  the  reason  I  have  stat- 
ed, to  the  grantee,  in  the  7th  Edward  ^Al,  ISSI-;  notwith- 
standing the  word  rectory  is  not  used ;  but  the  expressions 


Faibfax 
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are  equivocal,  giving  all  the  tithes  of  every  descriptbn.         ISdO. 
From  that  time  downwards,  every  instrument  that  has 
been  produced,  speaks  either  of  the  rectory  or  parsonage,  o. 

or  of  the  tithes  o{  Bilborough  and  Sandwith,  without  any  H^^^-^^^""- 
limitation  as  to  the  species  or  otherwise.  There  is  not, 
from  the  first  to  the  last,  the  slightest  intimation  in  any 
documentary  evidence,  that  there  existed  in  the  parish 
any  such  distinction.  I  do  not  speak  of  the  terriers.  On 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  every  deed  is  in  general  terms, 
and  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  there  is  no  one  instru- 
ment, deed,  lease,  or  agreement,  pointing  at  any  title  to  any 
small  tithes  resting  in  any  one.  This  would  be  very  ex- 
traordinary if  any  such  title  had  existed. 

The  other  circumstance,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  be 
weighed,  is  the  usage.  The  terriers  afford  the  earliest 
evidence  of  this  sort.  They  shew  the  actual  practice,  or, 
at  least,  the  understanding  of  the  parish. 

Ten  terriers  are  produced.  The  earliest  in  1716,  and 
the  last  in  1817.  The  earliest,  that  in  1716,  is,  as  to  the 
present  object,  to  this  effect: — *'  Bilborough  is  a  curacy 
i&€U,Aas  no  dwelling-house ^  no  offerings^  nor  petty  tithes^ 
nor  glebe  land  belonging  to  it^  but  a  sfnall  church-yard^ 
which  is  let  for  2s.  6d.  yearly,^  After  mentioning  a  sup^ 
posed  salary  of  4/.  \3s,  4id,y  and  some  other  indifferent 
matters,  it  mentions  the  will  of  Lord  Fair/ax,  giving  to 
Henry  Fairfax  all  his  tithes  of  Bilborough  and  Sandwith, 
and  proceeds  thus : — *'  which  tythe  is  let  for  40/.  per  annnm^ 
more  or  less,  which  is  raised  by  the  tenants'  paying  a  tithe 
rent,  according  to  the  value  of  their  farms,'* 

I  point  out  the  statement  of  the  40/.  composition  for 
the  whole  parish,  in  order  to  shew  that  the  statement 
respecting  the  petty  tithes  is  not  a  representation  of 
any  fact  existing  at  the  time,  but  amounts  only  to  an 
opinion  that  the  40/.  was  not  paid  for  any  small  tithes. 
There  was  not,  at  that  time,  any  render  of  tithes  in  kind  of 
any  sort,  so  as  to  bring  visibly  under  the  eye  the  distine- 
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1830.        tion  between  the  tithes,  which  the  family  was  entitled  to 
"  receive,  and  those  to  which  they  were  not  entitled. 

Fairfax  rw^  ,.  i  i 

94  This  is  the  sole  observation  which  occurs  to  me  on  these 

HoLDBwoRTH.  ^g^pjg,.g^  ^^  jq  ^.j^g  g^jj^j]  tJthes.     And  I  may  leave  them, 

when  I  have  mentioned  how  many  of  them  confirm  the 
fact,  as  to  no  petty  tithes  being  payable,  and  how  many  do 
not. 

The  second  terrier,  which  is  dated  1727,  omits  the  words 
about  no  petty  tithes  being  due.  The  next  terrier,  which 
is  of  1743,  has  the  same  statement,  and  so  has  the  follow« 
Mig  terrier  of  1748;  but,  from  that  time  forward,  there  is 
no  such  representation.  It  is  omitted  in  the  terriers  of 
1764,  1777, 1781,  1786,  1809,  and  1817.  The  represent- 
ation that  the  tithes,  devised  by  Lord  Fair/ax's  will,  were 
let  for  40/.  is  contained  uniformly  down  to  1764,  and  from 
that  time  it  is  omitted. 

These  terriers  afford  no  strong  evidence  on  either  side. 
As  there  was  no  actual  practice  upon  the  subject,  they 
amount,  at  best,  to  reputation  and  opinion.  If  the  intro- 
duction of  the  statement  into  the  first  terrier  in  1716, 
proves  the  opinion  of  the  persons  who  signed  it,  that  the 
composition  was  not  paid  for  small  tithes,  the  omission  of 
those  most  important  words  in  the  subsequent  terriers  by 
the  persons  signing  those  terriers,  with  the  first  terrier  be- 
fore them,  equally  evinces  a  contrary  opinion  as  then  pre- 
vailing. Of  the  ten  terriers,  the  representation  is  con- 
tained in  three,  and  omitted  in  seven.  It  seems  to  me,  that 
if  we  view  the  terriers  as  neutralizing  each  other,  we  do 
the  occupiers  no  injustice. 

The  next  circumstance  to  be  weighed  is  the  parol  testi- 
mony. It  would  not  be  very  instructive  to  go  through  the 
evidence  of  the  witnesses,  and  to  state  the  language  they  use. 
The  result  is  not  at  all  doubtful.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever,  till  a  late  period,  on  the  subject  into  which  we  are 
inquiring,  except  what  amounts  to  opinion  and  reputation 
only.     Of  evidence  of  this  description,  the  preponderance  is 
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evidently  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  At  all  times  the  1890. 
tithes  have  been  commuted  for  compositions,  and  there  are  ^^^  ^ 
a  great  number  of  witnesses  who  say,  the  money  was  paid  «. 

for  corn  only,  and  that  they  had  been  so  told  by  old  .men, 
occupiers  of  the  parish,  now  dead.  The  composition  paid 
down  to  the  year  1778  or  1779  was  the  40/.  mentioned  in 
the  early  terriers,  and  many  witnesses  say,  they  believed  it 
to  be  for  com  tithes  only.  On  the  other  hand,  several  wit* 
Besses,  Robinson,  Wade,  and  others,  with  the  same  oppor^* 
tunities  of  knowledge,  say,  that  the  composition  was  paid 
for  all  the  tithes,  so  that  there  is  conflicting  testimony.  If 
they  were  to  be  counted,  the  defendants  have  more  of  it 
than  the  plaintiffs. 

But  the  most  material  circumstance  remains  still  to  be 
stated: — In  the  year  1777,  Robert  Fairfax ,  the  then  re- 
presentative of  Robert  Fairfax,  the  purchaser  in  1716, 
and  the  Reverend  Guy  Fairfax,  the  then  minister,  exhibit- 
ed their  bill  against  Christopher  Wright,  the  father,  I 
believe,  of  one  of  the  present  defendants,  stating  the  same 
case  as  is  stated  now,  and  praying  the  same  relief.  The 
then  defendant  Wright  relied  upon  the  40/.  mentioned 
in  the  terriers  as  a  modus.  He  averred,  that  there  were 
several  ancient  farms  consisting  of  one  thousand  seven 
hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  of  inclosure,  and  seventy- 
two  acres  of  open  fields,  which,  with  two  farms  occupied 
by  the  then  defendant,  had  paid  immemorially,  to  or  for 
the  use  of  the  minister,  40/.  Os.  8c/.  as  a  modus,  in  lieu 
and  satisfaction  of  all  tithes  and  dues,  both  great  and  small. 
He  did  not  point  at  the  distinction  now  taken.  There 
were  witnesses  on  both  sides.  No  person  who  has  read 
the  depositions  in  that  case  carefully,  will  dispute  my  ac- 
curacy, when  I  say  that  no  witness,  on  either  side,  sug- 
gests the  distinction  now  made.  Every  one  of  them,  when 
the  turn  of  the  expression  leads  them  to  specify  for  what 
the  money  payments,  parcel  of  the  40L,  relied  upon  as  a 
modus,  were  made,  invariably  state  it  was  for  all  the  tithes 
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18d0.        of  farms  covered  by  the  payments,  that  is,  the  greater  part 

p  iRFAx      ^^  *^  parish*  With  this  evidence  before  me,  it  is  difficult 

V*  to  doubt,  that  the  opinion  now  relied  upon  has  gromt  up 

UOLDSWORTH. 

Since. 

The  result  of  that  cause  was  a  decree  for  all  ihe  titties 
demanded  by  that  bill,  that  is,  small  as  well  as  great.  That 
decree  broke  to  pieces  the  supposed  modus  of  40/.  Os.  8d. 
and  its  aliquot  parts.  From  that  time,  it  appears  in  evi- 
dence in  the  present  cause,  that  the  general  tithes  of  the 
parish  have  been  commuted  by  money  payments,  calculat- 
ed at  so  much  an  acre.  And  the  witnesses  for  the  de- 
fendants venture  to  tell  us,  that,  according  to  the  prevail- 
ing opinion  in  the  parish,  these  payments  were  made  for 
corn  tithes  only.  Some  circumstances,  which  are  to  be 
extracted  from  the  evidence,  shake  very  much  the  weight 
due  to  this  opinion,  and  the  credit  due  to  this  testimony. 
The  rate  paid  was  at  first  Ss,  an  acre,  and  then  raised  to 
6s.  There  is,  besides,  this  additional  and  striking  ciit;um- 
stance,  that,  if  we  believe  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiffs, 
several  of  the  occupiers,  while  they  made  these  payments, 
occupied  grass  lands  only.  I  refer  to  Rebecca  Lamb  and 
Robinson. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that,  if  the  question  depended 
upon  usage,  and  upon  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
terriers  and  the  parol  testimony,  it  would  be  a  sounder 
and  safer  conclusion,  that  the  minister  and  his  trustees  had 
been  in  the  actual  perception,  not  of  com  tithes  only,  but 
of  all  tithes. 

Notwithstanding,  if  this  inference  were  to  decide  the 
point,  I  should  most  probably  be  of  opinion  that  it  would 
be  proper  to  refer  it  to  a  Jury.  The  nature  of  the  ques- 
tion would  lead  to  that  course.  But,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  there  is  a  more  fatal  defect  in  the  case  of  the  defend* 
ants,  on  the  general  question,  than  that  which  I  have  been 
just  discussing.  I  mean  their  total  want  of  title  on  which 
to  rest  their  detention  of  the  small  tithes.    There  is  no 
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vicar  under  whom  they  might  shield  themselvesi  no  grtiH         1890. 
tee  alleging  a  conveyance  from  the  Crown  or  lay  impropri-  " 

ator.    Nothing  to  prove  a  title,  or  to  raise  a  presumption  v. 

of  one,  as  has  been  truly  said  of  it  at  the  bar.    It  is  a  de- 
fence purely  in  non  decimando. 

The  most  plausible  way  in  which  it  has  been  put,  is  by 
contending  that  the  plaintiff  has  &iled  to  make  out  his 
case,  as  he  is  bound  to  do,  and,  therefore,  should  not  ob- 
tain a  decree.  To  enforce  this  argument,  the  case  of 
Norbury  v.  Mead  (a)  has  been  cited.  There  is  a  marked 
distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present,  which  pre- 
vents its  having  a  strong  application.  In  that  case,  the 
plaintiff  had  produced  no  title.  It  appeared,  by  documents, 
that  his  ancestors  were  in  possession  of  the  tithes  of  the 
parish,  but  not  how  they  became  possessed  of  them.  Lord 
Eldon  and  Lord  Redesdak  thought,  that  if  the  title  had 
been  produced,  it  might  appear  tha(  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right  to  the  tithes  of  the  particular  lands  in  question*  which 
had  not  rendered  tithes;  and  there  were  circumstances 
which  made  that  no  improbable  conjecture,  for  the  land  of 
the  defendant  had  belonged  to  another  monastery*  There- 
fore, on  account  of  that  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  statement 
and  proof,  they  held,  that  he  had  no  right  to  a  decree. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  has  produced  his  title,  he 
shews  the  grant  from  the  Crown,  under  which  he  holds. 
In  its  terms  it  gives  him  every  thing  he  asks.  As  I  have 
already  said,  it  confers  upon  him  all  the  rights  of  the  rec- 
tor. Several  subsequent  instruments  treat  the  tithe  ow- 
ner as  rector,  and  no  one  circumstance  raises  any  suspicion 
that  his  title  was  of  a  confined  or  limited  nature,  except 
the  terms  of  the  lease  to  Beckwith,  and  the  Particular, 
(which  are  contradicted  by  every  thing  preceding  them, 
every  thing  contemporary,  and  every  thing  subsequent); 
and  upon  which  I  think  no  reliance  ought  to  be  placed  as 

(a)  Sujyra, 
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1890.         to  this  question.    It  would  be  a  strange  hypothesis^  that 

p  ^^  the  small  tithes  were  given  by  the  Crown  to  somebody  who 

V.  has  never  asked  for  them ;  or  that  they  were  reserved  by 

the  CrowUi  in  defiance  of  the  plain  language  the  Crown 

has  employed  in  the  grants  and  its  total  inaction  ever 

since. 

The  construction  I  put  upon  the  grants  lease^  and  parti- 
cular,  which  all  differ,  is,  that  the  general  words  in  the  grant, 
the  latest  document,  were  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
conveying  evei*y  thing  the  Crown  had  by  surrender  from 
the  priory.  I  think,  therefore,  not  only  that  the  usage  has 
been  with  the  plaintiffs,  but  that  if  this  were  otherwise,  the 
usage,  as  the  law  now  stands,  could  not  be  supported. 

Whatever  may  be  done  in  the  supreme  Court,  it  is  not 
in  this  place,  that,  for  the  first  time,  we  can  disregard  the 
maxim  that  mere  non-payment  is  no  answer  to  the  demand 
of  tithes,  even  by  a  lay  impropriator.  I  think,  that  the 
defendants  must  account  for  all  the  tithes,  small  and  great, 
of  those  lands  where  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  tithes  in 
kind. 

There  remain  still  two  questions,  one  on  a  claim  of  not 
paying  tithes  at  all,  the  other  on  an  exemption  from  tithes 
in  kind,  under  cover  of  moduses*  These  questions  are 
both  brought  forward  by  the  same  defendant,  John  Rob^ 
son.  All  the  defendants,  except  Holdstoorth,  join  in  one 
answer.  The  defendants,  in  that  answer,  say  that  they 
occupy  certain  farms  and  tenements  situate  in  the  parish 
of  Bilborough  and  lordship  of  Sandwith^  for  all  of  which 
compositions  have  been  paid,  except  such  of  them  as  are 
mentioned  by  them  to  pay  no  tithes,  or  to  be  covered  by 
moduses.  Upon  the  grounds  I  have  already  stated,  they 
must  account  for  the  tithes  of  all  lands  for  which  com- 
positions have  been  paid,  that  is,  all  except  the  lands  now 
to  be  mentioned.  The  first  I  shall  advert  to  are  those 
for  which  no  tithes  have  been  paid,  as  it  is  said. 

There  are  two  farms,  both  held  by  Robson,  one  of  a 
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hundred  and  thirty-three  acres,  as  tenant  to  the  trustees         1830. 
of  the  free  school  of  Netoark-updn'Trentf  the  other,  called       v   I    ^ 
Newhattf  of  sixty-six  acres,  and  belonging  to  the  defend-  o. 

ant,  Matthew  Todd.  The  first  inquiry  should  be,  whether 
it  be  true  that  no  tithes  have  been  paid.  The  earliest  evi- 
dence of  usage  in  the  cause  is  to  be  found  in  the  terriers, 
which  begin  above  a  century  ago.  The  first  terrier,  that 
of  1716,  states  expressly,  that  '*  certain  lands  in  the  parish 
belonging  to  the  free  school  of  Newark-upon-Trent  pay  no 
tithes  to  the  church.'^  It  then  proceeds  to  state  the  same 
circumstance  respecting  a  free  school  called  Hemsworthg 
and  then  states,  "  that  a  farm  called  Newhall^  belonging  to 
Mrs.  Dryden,  of  York,  let  to  Mr.  TVright^  also  pays  no 
tithes:' 

The  next  terrier,  of  17^7,  mentions  the  Newark  lands, 
but  omits  the  Newhall  farm.  That  of  1743  mentions 
both  the  Newark  lands  and  the  NewhaU  farm.  The  ter- 
rier of  1748  omits  Newhall^  and  the  next,  of  1764,  men- 
tions it;  and  from  that  time  to  the  very  last,  they  all  state 
both  farms  to  pay  no  tithes. 

I  cannot  consider  the  omission  in  the  two  terriers  of  17^ 
and  1748,  as  any  evidence  that  tithes  had  been  rendered 
for  NewhaU  at  those  periods,  when  I  see,  that  afterwards, 
and  uniformly,  it  is  stated  that  none  were  rendered.  If  the 
practice  to  pay  tithes  had  once  begun,  that  practice  would 
have  continued.  I  think  it  proved,  therefore,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  all  contradictory  testimony,  that  no  tithe  was  in 
effect  paid  for  these  farms.  All  the  parol  evidence  con- 
curs in  producing  the  same  conclusion.  No  witness  states 
that  any  tithe  was  ever  paid  for  them.  All  the  witnesses, 
even  those  produced  by  the  plaintiff,  say,  that  they  were 
tithe  free.  I  have  it,  therefore,  in  evidence,  that,  from  the 
beginning  of  the  last  century,  while  all  the  rest  of  the  pa- 
rish rendered  tithes  in  some  form  or  other,  these  lands 
rendered  none.    This  forces  me  to  give  this  practice  an 
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1830.         unlimited  duratioDi  because  it  no  where  appears  that  any 
Z""'"^  tithe  was  ever  paid.  To  this  extent  the  defendant  Robson 

Fairfax  ^  ■^        ^ 

V.  may  consider  his  point  as  established. 

This  brings  me  to  what  appears  to  me  to  be  a  question 
of  some  doubt  and  difficulty.  And  that  is^  whether  the 
mere  non-payment  is  to  be  disregarded ,  however  ancient, 
and  however  clearly  proved.  If  it  were  the  common  case 
I  should  feel  myself  bound  to  follow  the  common  rule,  and 
to  disregard  it.  In  the  case  of  Norbury  v.  Mead,  it  is 
evidenl^  that  one  of  the  noble  Lords  doubted  very  mudi  the 
law  and  justice  of  the  maxim,  that  there  should  be  no  pre- 
sumption against  a  lay  impropriator.  But  the  other  noble 
Lord,  who  then  presided  in  the  House,  expressly  disclaim- 
ed deciding  in  opposition  to  the  authorities,  and  put  the 
order  which  he  proposed  upon  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  that  case.  I  consider  the  rule,  therefore,  which  has  been 
established  in  this  Court,  as  still  unshaken.  The  objection 
to  applying  it  here  does  not  arise  from  any  suggestion  of 
title  on  the  part  of  the  occupier  or  his  landlord.  There  is 
not  the  least  suggestion  of  a  producible  title  to  the  tithes  of 
these  farms  in  the  power  of  the  defendants,  nor  of  any  legal 
ground  of  exemption.  It  arises  from  a  supposed  limita- 
tion to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs,  deduced  from  the  terms 
of  the  lease  to  BecJctoiih. 

This  lease  is  no  part  of  the  necessary  deduction  of  title 
from  the  priory  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  it  is  referred  to  the 
King's  grant,  from  which  the  plaintiffs  claim;  and,  when 
examined,  it  shews  that  the  Crown  did  not  lease  the  tithes 
of  the  whole  of  the  township  of  Sandmih,  but  only  of  cer- 
tain closes.  Then,  construing  the  grant  by  the  lease,  it  is 
insisted,  that  the  grantee  derived  no  title  to  the  whole 
tithes  of  Sandwith,  or,  in  other  words,  that  there  were 
certain  closes  in  Sandtoiih  to  which  the  grant  gave  no  title, 
because  the  Crown  had  it  not. 

If  the  terms  of  the  lease  were  conclusive  evidence  of 
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what  the  Crown  derived  from  the  priory,  it  would  abo  have         1830. 
proved  concluBively,  that  the  Crown  was  not  entitled  to       FAiip^x 
the  small  tithes,  because  it  is  certain  that  the  small  tithes  »• 

were  not  leased  to  Beckwith  by  the  instrument  which  has 
been  produced.  I  have  not  considered  it  as  conclusive, 
where,  as  in  the  case  of  the  small  tithes,  I  found  it  con- 
tradicted by  every  other  document  in  the  cause,  and  also, 
as  I  thought,  by  the  verbal  testimony  respecting  the 
usage.  But,  in  this  case,  it  is  contradicted  by  nothing, 
and  the  usage  strongly  supports  it*  The  language  of  the 
demise  is,  *'  All  the  tithes  of  sheaves  and  hay  of  Dryng-- 
houses^  Knapton,  and  Bilborough^  and  also  the  tithes  of 
certain  closes  wkhin  the  lordship  of  S^mdmth*^  I  know 
not  how  to  explain  the  limitation  respecting  tbe  lordship 
of  Sandwithf  the  whole  of  which  is  clearly  within  the 
parish,  but  by  means  of  the  two  farms  now  in  question.  It 
accounts  for  tbe  limitation,  and  gives  it  a  precise  meaning. 
The  terms  of  the  grant  are  general,  and,  though  they 
do  not  sustain  the  argument  of  the  defendants,  they  are 
not  opposed  to  it. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me,  that  that 
grant  should  not  be  held  to  have  passed  to  the  grantee 
any  tithes  of  these  closes.  To  this  conclusion  my  disincli- 
nation to  disturb  any  ancient  usage  has  led  me.  IF  the 
plaintiff  can,  upon  any  future  occasion,  shew  a  title  speci- 
fically to  the  tithes  of  these  farms,  or  disprove  the  usage 
on  which  I  am  acting,  this  decree  wHl  not  bar  him.  But 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  ought  not  to  decree  an  account  of 
the  tithes  of  these  closes,  unless  the  plaintiffs  sbaH  es- 
tablish at  law  their  title  to  them. 

Tbe  next  and  last  question  upon  the  merits  respects 
the  moduses.  It  is  insisted,  that  a  farm  called  Moskars  is 
covered  by  a  payment  of  2s.  8d.,  and  another  called  Nor* 
mans,  by  a  payment  of  2s,  They  are  pleaded  in  bar  of 
all  tithes  whatsoever.     They  are  both  fully  and  clearly  es- 
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1830.        tablisbed.   Every  terrieri  from  the  beginning,  notices  thenii 
p  ^  and  the  whole  parol  evidence  confirms  the  terriers.    It 

»•  would  be  a  useless  waste  of  time  to  go  through  it. 

This  opinion  has  occupied  so  much  time,  that  I  waste  no 
more  in  adverting  to  the  inferior  points  that  have  been 
made.  I  will  only  say,  that  I  see  no  objection  to  the  mode 
of  stating  the, claim  on  one  side,  nor  to  the  terms  in 
which  the  moduses  are  pleaded  on  the^pther.  The  plain- 
tiffs must  have  a  decree  for  all  the  tithes  except  the  Newark 
farm  and  Netohall^  Moskars,  and  Normans,  They  must 
have  the  costs  of  the  suit,  except  the  costs  so  far  as  they 
relate  to  these  four  farms.  There  should  be  no  costs  on 
either  side  as  to  the  Newark  farm  and  Newhall,  but  the 
plaintiffs  must  pay  to  the  defendants  the  costs,  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  Mpskars  and  Normans. 

I  have  taken  no  notice  of  one  of  the  points  contended  for^ 
vix.  that  the  right  of  nomination  could  not  be  sustained.  I 
think,  without  entering  into  it,  that  Mr.  Lodington  Fair- 
fax has  a  legal  title  to  these  tithes^  and  has  a  right  to 
sustain  this  suit,  though  he  might  not  have,  as  contended, 
the  legal  estate  vested  in  him  before  the  year  1826.  He 
had  the  equitable  estate  before,  and  therefore,  that  there 
should  be  no  objection,  he  then  clothed  himself  with  the 
legal  estate.  I  think  Mr.  Lodington  Fairfax  had  a  very 
good  title  to  these  tithes,  and  if  any  bod;{.3i9hes  to  go 
further  in  this  case,  the  point  will  be  open  to  them.  The 
great  difiiculty  I  have  had  in  this  case  is,  that,  unless  my 
view  of  it  were  clearly  explained,  there  would  seem  to  be 
a  little  inconsistency  in  the  reasons  1  have  assigned,  for/ 
giving  to  the  plaintiff  an  account  of  the  small  tithes,  and 
not  giving  him  an  account  of  the  tithes  of  the  two  farms. 
There  seems  to  be  a  little  difficulty,  but  I  think,  after  a 
great  deal  of  consideration,  that  the  lease  is  a  much 
stronger  objection  to  that  construction  of  the  grant  of  the 
two  farms,  than  it  is  as  to  the  small  tithes.     I  am  aware, 
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in  re<»arguing  this  case  any  where,  it  may  be  said,  that  my         1830. 
judgment  in  these  two  respects  is  inconsistent;   but  I 
think  it  is  not.    I  think  it  is  the  proper  opinion.  «. 

HOLOSWO&TB. 


Isabella  Dowbiogin  r.  James  Bourne,  John  Bourne,     jy^  ^^^f^^ 
Peter  Bourne*,  and  John  Fenton  Cawthorne. 

1  HE  bill  stated,  that,  in  March,  1819,  John  Dowbiggin,  j.,  and  B.  his 
as  the  agent,  and  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  John  Fenton  J""|f ',?^JJft 
Cawthorne,  applied   to   John  Bourne,    Thomas  Bourne^  and  leverai  pro- 

,  mliflorj  note, 

James  Bourne,  knd  Peter  Bourne,  all  of  Liverpool,  mer-  for  the  payment 
chants,  to  advance  a  sum  of  1 180/.  to  the  said  John  Fenton  ney,  c."brougM 
Cawthorne,  and  which  Messrs.  Bourne  agreed  to  do,  upon  •fpa'ate  «c- 

°  ^  *  tions  against  A, 

having  the   personal   security  of  the  said  John  Fenton  and  B.,  for  pay- 
Cawthome,  and  of  the  said  John  Dowbiggin  as  his  sure-  ney  made  pay- 
ty  for  the  re-payment  thereof;  and  accordingly  they,  on  J^Jj Jj^^gred'* 
the  13th  of  March,  1819,  advanced  the  sum  of  1130/.  Judgment  in 

-r  m       rt  ^^        t  1  .ni        ^^^^^  actions; 

unto  John  Fenton  Cawthorne;  and,  upon  receipt  of  the  and,  ba?ing  is- 
same,  and  as  a  security  for  the  re-payment  thereof,  John  ^a\^^^^^^ 
Fenton  Cawthorne,  and  the  said  John  Dowbisgin  as  his  •"f^y.  «*>«  ^^^^ 

,  «nd  costs  were 

surety,  and  at  his  request,  severally  signed  and  gave  to  paid  by  B,  The 

^«  •  I  -&«-  -n  ^■.••■^j]  1  •  administratrix 

the  said  Messrs.  Bourne,  their  joint  and  several  promissory  of  jb.  afterwards 
note,  in  writing,  dated  the  said  13th  March,  1819,  where-  J**^„'t**]J.  .^^ 
by  they  jointly  and  severally  promised  to  pay  to  the  said  c.,  for  the  pur- 

i»  1  •  pose  of  obtain- 

Messrs.  Bourne,  the  sum  of  11*30/.,  value  received,  and  ing  an  assign- 
lawful  interest  for  the  same.  That,  at  various  times  pre-  jIJSmen*ob- 
viously  to  the  month  o{  March,  1824,  John  Dowbiggin,  as  ^nedby  c. 

CO     »  against  ^.,  the 

the  surety,  and  on  account ,  of  the  said  John  Fenton  Caw-  principal  debtor. 

Mt  'jjj  j*.ri-»  •         To  this  bill  A; 

thome,  paid  and  advanced,  out  of  his  own  proper  monies,  the  principal 
unto  the  said  Messrs.  Bourne,  various  sums  of  money,  ^dfoVwant"of 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  239/.  3^.  Id,,  as  equity,  chiefly 

.p.  1.1  •  -11  1****  *be  ground 

and  for  interest  on  the  said  promissory  note;  and  that  such  that  the  judg- 
ment was  satis- 
6ed  at  law,  and 
that  no  effectual  assignment  could  be  made  of  it.  The  Court  declined  to  decide  the  point  on  de- 
murrer, as  it  might  be  brought  before  the  Court  of  law  by  scire  facias,  or  in  auditd  ptereld,  and 
overruled  the  demurrer. 
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1890.         sums*  and  ako  the  said  promissory  note,  were  frequently  ad- 
J*"'*^'     '      mitted  by  the  said  John  Feition  Cawihame^  and  particular- 
9.  ly  in  and  by  a  certain  settled  account  between  bim  and 

the  said  John  Dowbiggin,  and  by  an  indenture,  dated 
the  18th  day  of  March,  1824,  to  have  been,  and  were  in 
fact  well  known  by  the  said  Messrs,  Bourne  to  have  been, 
paid  and  given  by  the  said  John  Dowbiggin,  as  the  surety 
of  John  Fenion  CawthornCy  and  to  be  jointly  due  and  ow- 
ing to  him  from  Cawihome.  That  Bourne  died,  and  that, 
in  the  year  1 824,  the  defendants,  the  Bournes,  commenced 
two  several  actions  at  law  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
against  the  said  John  Fenton  Cawtbome  and  John  Dow- 
biggin  respectively,  for  recovering  the  said  sum  of  1130L 
so  secured  by  the  said  promissory  note,  and  interest,  and 
obtained  final  judgment  in  the  action  against  Cawthome, 
on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1824,  for  the  sum  of  1 481/. 
10^.,  and  such  judgment  was  still  subsisting  and  of  full 
force,  and  had  not  been  in  any  manner  satisfied,  released, 
or  discharged.  That  the  defendants,  the  Bournes,  also 
recovered  in  their  said  action  at  law  against  the  said  John 
Dotobiggin,  and  having  obtained  final  judgment  therein 
in  the  month  of  February,  1825,  caused  the  same  to  be 
duly  entered  up  against  the  said  John  Dowbiggin,  for  the 
sum  of  1277/.  4^  ^d.;  and  immediately  thereupon,  by  col- 
lusion and  agreement,  or  from  some  understanding  with 
Cawthorne,  and  from  an  unjust  wish  to  favour  him  the 
said  John  Fenton  Cawthome,  though  their  principal 
debtor,  caused  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  to  be  issued  upon  the 
said  judgment  against  the  said  John  Dowbiggin  and  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Dowbiggin  to  be 
taken  under  the  same,  whereupon  John  Dowbiggin  paid 
to  the  Sheriff  the  sum  of  13122.  lis.  leL,  in  full  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  the  said  judgment,  and  of  Sheriff's 
poundage  on  the  said  execution;  and  thereby  John  Dow- 
biggin fully  paid  and  satisfied  unto  the  defendants,  the 
Bournes,  the  full  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  se- 
cured by  the  said  promissory  note. 
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The  bill  then  stated  the  death  of  John  Dawbiggin,  and         1830. 
the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  his  administratrix,  and  alleged,     dowbioqin 
that,  by  reason  of  the  payments  so  made  by  the  said  John  ^^ 

Dowbiggin,  as  such  surety  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Johm 
Fenion  Cawthome  became  and  was  justly  and  truly  in- 
debted unto  the  said  John  Dowbiggin,  and  to  the  plain- 
tiff, as  his  administratrix,  in  the  several  sums  of  239L  Ss* 
\(L,  and  1,31^/.  Hs,  Id,,  and  the  said  John  Dowbiggin, 
became  and  was,  and  the  plaintiff,  as  such  administratrix  as 
aforesaid,  was  justly  entitled  to  have  the  said  two  last-men- 
tioned sums,  and  all  costs  and  expenses  in  the  said  action, 
repaid  to  her  by  the  said  John  Fenion  Cawi/tome,  or  to 
have  the  benefit  of  the  judgment  so  obtained  by  the  de- 
fendants, the  Bournes,  against  the  said  John  Fenion  Cauh 
ihome,  as  aforesaid,  and  to  issue  execution  upon  the  same, 
as  a  means  of  recovering  the  said  sums  of  money. 

The  bill  then  alleged  applications  to  have  been  made  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  defendants,  the  Bournes, 
to  assign  the  judgment  and  the  benefit  thereof  to  the  plain* 
tiff,  and  to  empower  her  to  issue  execution  thereon,  in  the 
names  of  the  defendants,  the  Bournes,  the  plaintiff  offer- 
ing to  indemnify  them  against  all  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses by  reason  of  such  execution.  The  bill  charged, 
that  the  defendants,  the  Bournes,  in  concert  and  collusion 
with  Cawihome,  and  from  motives  of  friendship  and  for- 
bearance to  him,  refused  to  assign  the  judgment. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  have  the  judgment,  obtained  by  the  Bournes 
against  the  defendant  Cawihome,  assigned  by  the  defend- 
ants, the  Bournes,  to  the  plaintiff,  with  power  to  issue  ex- 
ecution thereon,  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed 
to  deliver  the  judgment  paper  in  respect  of  the  said  judg- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  might  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  settle  an  assignment  of  the  said  judgment,  the 
plaintiff  offering  to  pay  what,  if  any  thing,  was  due  to  the 
defendants  on  the  said  judgment,  and  to  indemnify  them 

VOL.  I.  I 
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1830.        against  all  costs,  charges,  damages,  and  expenses,  by  rea* 
DowBioGiN     ®^"  ^^  *^"y  proceedings  by  the  plaintiff  under  such  assign- 
V-  ment.     The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 

defendants  from  entering  up  satisfaction  on  the  said  judg- 
ment, or  releasing  or  discharging  the  same. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  Cawthome  filed  a  general  de- 
murrer, for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Jacoby  and  Mr*  FoUeity  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
— The  judgment  was  satisfied  by  the  payment  of  the  debt ; 
and,  therefore,  if  it  were  to  be  assigned,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  possibly  derive  any  benefit  from  it,  and  the  Court  will 
not  decree  that  which  would  be  wholly  nugatory  and  useless. 
The  rule  which  prevails  in  Courts  of  equity,  with  respect  to 
suitors  being  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  securities  given 
by  the  principal  debtors,  applies  only  to  cases  in  which 
the  securities  are  subsisting,  and  capable  of  being  enforc- 
ed, and  not,  as  in  the  present  case,  to  a  satisfied  judg- 
ment. Before  any  steps  could  be  taken  under  the  judg- 
ment, it  would  be  necessary  to  revive  it  by  scire  facias, 
in  which  proceeding  the  parties  may  appear  and  plead 
that  the  judgment  is  satisfied,  or  recourse  may  be  had 
to  the  old  remedy  by  auditd  quereld.  Admitting  Dow^ 
biggin,  as  surety,  to  have  paid  the  debt,  all  remedy  on 
the  judgment  is  gone,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  compel 
an  assignment  of  it,  and  can  only  be  treated  as  a  credi- 
tor by  simple  contract  of  the  defendant  Cawihorne.  Co- 
pis  V.  Middleton  (a).  The  defendants,  the  Bournes,  can 
only  assign  what  they  have  a  right  to,  and  they  have  no 
right  to  issue  execution,  the  debt  being  satisfied.  Three 
remedies  are  given  by  the  \dLVi —first,  the  remedy  by  auditd 
quereld; — secondly,  as  the  judgment  must  be  revived  by 
scire  facias,  the  party  may  appear  and  plead  the  satis- 
fjsiction ;  or,  thirdly,  may  obtain  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 

(«)  Turn,  324. 
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satisfaction  should  not  be  entered  up  on  the  record  of  the         1830. 

judgment.     The  debt  was  paid  by  Dowbiggin,  in  18^, 

and  it  is  the  laches  of  the  plaintiff,  that  a  judgment  has  v. 

not  been  obtained  by  her  as  administratrix  of  Dotobiggin.         ourne. 

There  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill,  that  there  are  circum- 

stances,  which  would  render  a  judgment  of  1830  better 

than  a  judgment  of  18^.     The  plaintiff  has  no  title  to  the 

aid  of  this  Court  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  judgment, 

to  the  prejudice  of  subsequent  creditors  and  intermediate 

transactions. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer,  the  following  cases  were 
cited,  and  commented  upon,  viz»  Parsons  v.  Briddock{a), 
WHght  V.  Morley  (6),  Woffington  v.  Sparks  (c),  Viner's 
Abridgment  {d),  and  Saunders^  Reports  {e). 

Mr.  Jervis,  and  Mr.  Spence,  for  the  plaintiff,  in  sup* 
port  of  the  bill. 

Lord  Chief  Baron,  (without  hearing  the  other  side). 
— Notwithstanding  the  ability  with  which  this  case  has 
been  argued,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  not  the  slight- 
est pretext  for  allowing  this  demurrer.  To  do  so,  would 
have  the  effect  of  shaking  all  the  principles  upon  which 
Courtsof  equity  have  acted,  in  cases  of  this  description. 
I  apprehend  it  to  be  the  settled  and  general  rule  of  Courts 
of  equity,  that,  when  a  surety  pays  the  debt  of  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  he  has  a  clear  right,  by  the  course  of  proceed- 
ing in  equity,  to  the  benefit  of  all  instruments,  and  securi- 
ties given  by  the  principal  debtor  for  payment  of  that 
debt. 

The  difficulty  I  feel  is,  that  I  cannot,  upon  this  demur- 
rer, decide  the  points  which  have  been  argued,  and  from 


(a)  2  Vera.  608.  (d)  Vol.  3,  tit  «  AudiU  Quere- 

lb)  11  Ves.  12.  Id.'' 

(r)  2  Ves.  senr.  569.  (c)  Will.  edit,  page  148,  n. 
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1830.         which  it  has  been  contended,  that,  if  the  relief  sought 

DowBiGQiN     V  ^^^  ^^^^*  ^^^^  given  to  the  plaintifT,  she  would  not  be 
V'  able  to  derive  any  benefit  from  it     I  do  not,  and  I  think 

I  cannot  properly,  entertain  this  objection.  If  this  were 
like  the  case  of  Copis  t.  Mtddleton,  in  which  principal  and 
surety  having  executed  a  bond,  without  any  mortgage  or 
other  assurance,  and  without  any  counter  bond  being  exe* 
cuted  to  the  surety ;  it  was  held,  that  the  surety,  having 
paid  off  the  bond,  was  only  a  creditor,  by  simple  contract, 
of  the  principal  debtor;  I  might  perhaps  be  inclined  to 
go  the  length  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendants : 
but  there  is  a  very  material  distinction  between  this  case 
and  Copis  v.  Middleion.  With  regard  to  the  case  which 
has  been  cited  respecting  the  bond,  I  have  reason  to  know 
that  very  great  doubts  have  been  entertained  on  the  sub- 
ject. I  remember  a  case  which  occurred  before  Sir  Wil- 
Ham  Grants  in  which  that  learned  Judge  thought  that 
wliere  a  joint  bond  had  been  paid  off  by  one  of  the  ob- 
ligors, it  flight,  in  the  hands  of  that  obligor,  be  treated 
as  a  specialty  debt  against  the  estate  of  the  co-obligor. 
It  afterwards  came  before  me  as  a  Master  in  Chancery, 
in  taking  the  accounts  directed  by  the  decree,  and  I  con- 
sidered that  the  bond  having  been  paid,  there  was  an 
end  of  it.  Exceptions  being  taken  to  my  report,  the  sub- 
ject was  discussed  before  Sir  William  Gremt,  who  was  of 
a  different  opinion.  The  point  afterwards  came  before 
Lord  EldoUf  who  concurred  in  the  view  which  I  had 
taken.  And  If  this  were  the  case  of  a  joint  judgment 
by  a  principal  and  surety,  I  should  probably  be  of  the 
same  opinion  as  I  was  in  that  case,  and  I  should  perhaps 
say,  the  judgment  having  been  satisfied,  there  is  an  end  * 
of  it.  But  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  there  are  two 
judgments,  and  where  it  may,  and  perhaps  will,  come  be- 
fore the  Court  of  law,  on  a  question  of  pleading  in  auditd 
quereldf  I  will  not,  and  1  think  I  properly  cannot,  enter  in- 
to the  consideration  of  the  subject  on  demurrer. 
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I  have,  in  my  own  experience,  known  cases  where  a  debt 
to  a  banker  has  been  paid  by  a  surety;  and  bills  of  ex- 
change, which  had  become  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, were  transferred  to  the  surety ;  and  I  have  known 
that,  by  proceedings,  certainly  through  mistake  and  mis- 
pleading, the  amount  of  such  bills,  though  barred  by  the 
statute,  has  been  recovered. 

The  ground  on  which  I  proceed,  in  the  present  case,  is, 
that  I  will  not  decide  that  upon  demurrer,  which  may  pos- 
sibly come  before  the  Court  on  pleading  in  scire  facias  or 
in  a  proceeding  by  auditd  quereld. 


117 


IddO. 


DowBiaoiN 
Bourne. 


Demurrer  over-ruled. 


-  V,  Adams  and  Wjtherston. 


Nov.  Xlthj/y  ^  , 
Dec.  Ithj^^^^  /] 

In  1819,  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  defendant,  BUisofcx-X^^^'^v 
John  Moore  Adams,  and  his  then  partner,  John  Griffin,  accepte7by^A., 
in  the  sum  of  180/.,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  it  Jj^^tioiTTB 
being  inconvenient  for  him  to  pay  such  debt,  and  being  ^^o*  being  one 
likely  to  have  other  dealings  and  transactions  with  them,  ofc,  andhav- 
he,  in  consideration  of  their  forbearing  to  press  him  for  t^^otm^^^ 
payment   of    his  debt,  and  for  the    accommodation   of  jn  his  hands  be- 

'^  ^  ,  .  .  longing  to  C/g 

Adams  and  Gr^n,  accepted  various  bills  of  exchange!  esute,  which 
some  of  them  being  accepted  in  blank,  upon  an  under-  ^''i^  a^x* 
standing  and  agreement  that  Adams  and  Griffin  shouldj  ["qq ''^{^^  j^ 
from  time  to  time,  pay  and  take  up  the  bills  so  accepted  «uch  buis  with 
by  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  liable  longing  to  €.'• 
or  responsible  under  such  bills  for  more  than  the  debt  Sg  out*of  Oic' 
actually  due  from  him.  »^»  *«  «*i"»- 

''  lite  amount, 

deducting  the 
discount,  and  at 
the  same  time  placing  the  biUa  in  the  box: — Heldt  that  B.  could  not  sever  bis  character  of  an 
accommodation  holder  of  the  said  bills,  from  his  character  of  executor,  so  as  to  enable  him  and  his 
co-executors  to  sue  as  indorsees  of  the  biUs  of  exchange  for  a  valuable  consideration. 


Adami. 
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IddO.  For  the  purpose  of  taking  up  such  bills,  the  plaintiff*, 

from  time  to  time,  at  the  request  of  Adams  and  Griffin^ 
p.  accepted  other  bills  drawn  by  him  on  Adams  and  Griffin; 

and  Adams  and  Griffin,  from  time  to  time,  procured  the 
bills  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  discounted,  ^d  with 
the  proceeds  took  up  and  paid  the  first  bills. 

On  the  }  si  o{  November,  1822,  the  debt  actually  due 
and  owing  by  the  plaintiff  to  Grffftn  and  Adams  had  been 
increased  to  S88/.  I6s. 

These  accommodation  transactions  continued  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Adams,  and  his  partner 
Griffin,  down  to  the  16th  November,  1826,  when  Adams 
and  Griffin  became  bankrupts. 

At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  eleven  biUs,  accepted  by 
the  plaintiff,  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  1077/. 
I9s.  8d.,  were  outstanding,  of  which  four  bills,  amounting 
together  to  392/.  18^.  9d.,  were  in  the  hands  of  Luke  How- 
ard, a  bondjide  holder,  and  one  other  of  such  bills,  for 
the  sum  of  99/.  Zs.  6d.,  was  in  the  hands  of  Magnus  Tho- 
mas, also  a  bondjide  holder. 

The  bill  in  the  hands  of  Magnus  Thomas  was  paid  by 
the  plaintiff,  after  deducting  a  dividend,  amounting  to  12/. 
Is.  9d.,  received  by  Thomas  under  the  bankruptcy  of 
Grfffin  and  Adams. 

The  defendant  Adams,  together  with  Edward  Bird  and 
Godfrey  Bird,  and  the  defendant  John  Witherston,  were 
the  executors  appointed  by  the  will  of  Sherman  Bird,  of 
Southampton,  Esq.,  the  defendant  Adams,  as  the  only 
executor  residing  in  London,  being  the  acting  executor. 

According  to  the  statement  of  the  defendant  Adams, 
and  which  was  borne  out  by  the  evidence,  the  manage- 
ment of  the  affairs  of  the  testator,  Sherman  Bird,  was  left 
to  the  defendant  Adams,  and  he  had  the  principal  manage- 
ment and  control  over  the  testator's  estate  and  effects, 
from  the  testator's  death,  in  1824,  to  the  bankruptcy.  A 
box  belonging  to  the  executors  of  the  testator,  was  kept 
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in  the  house  in  which  the  partnership  business  of  Griffin         1830. 
and  Adams  was  conducted,  in  which  box  the  monies  and  se-  ^ 

curities  belonging  to  the  executors  were  deposited;  and  v. 

Adams  having  considerable  sums  of  money  from  time  to 
time  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  testator^  and  which , 
as  received,  were  deposited  in  the  box  until  the  same  could 
be  appropriated,  he,  ^{ibiiTitf,  was,  with  such  money,  in  the 
habit  of  discounting  the  bills  belonging  to  the  partnership 
of  Adams  and  Grfffin;  and,  according  to  Adams's  state- 
ment, in  his  answer,  as  he  drew  the  money  belonging  to 
the  testator  out  of  the  box,  he  at  the  same  time  deposited 
therein  the  bills  belonging  to  the  partnership,  which  had 
been  discounted  therewith. 

At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  five  of  the  plaintiff's 
bills,  which  were  then  outstanding  and  unpaid,  were,  ac- 
cording to  the  statement  of  the  defendant  Adams,  among 
those  which  Adams  had,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  dis- 
counted ;  such  five  bills  amounting  together  to  489/.  3s. 
lid!.;  and,  as  stated  by  Adams,  there  had  not  been  a  less 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  bills  in  the  box  for  the  space  of 
twelve  months  previously  to  the  bankruptcy ;  the  bills 
originally  discounted  with  the  monies  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  the  testator  being,  as  they  respectively  became 
payable,  taken  out  of  the  box,  and  others  which  had  from 
time  to  time  been  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  substituted  in 
their  stead. 

Griffin  and  Adams,  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy, 
were  indebted  to  the  estate  of  Sherman  Bird,  in  the  sum 
of  8000/.  aiid  upwards,  on  the  plaintiff's  bills,  and  other 
securities. 

After  the  bankruptcy  of  Griffin  and  Adams,  the  box 
containing  the  plaintiff's  bills  and  other  securities  was 
placed  by  Adams  in  the  hands  of  other  persons,  as  the 
solicitors  of  the  executors  of  Sherman  Bird;  and  the  plain- 
tiff having  been  applied  to  for  payment  of  three  of  the  bills 
which  had  become  due,  amounting  together  to  295/.  15^. 
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]0dO,         2d,,  and  haTing  declined  to  pay  the  same,  an  action  was 

brought  on  such  three  bills  against  the  plaintiff,  in  the 

v*  names  of  Godfrey  Bird,  John  Withersion,  and  the  de- 

fendant John  Adams,  as  indorsees  of  such  bills;  and  the 
plaintiff  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail. 

In  Easier  Term,  18^8,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  again|^ 
the  defendants  Adams  and  fFitherston,  {Godfrey  Bird 
being  then  deceased),  praying  that  the  five  bills  so  accept- 
ed by  the  plaintiff  for  Griffin  and  Adams,  and  indorsed 
by  Adams  to  himself  and  Withersion,  and  Godfrey  Bird, 
might  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  proceedings  at  law  on  such  bills  of  ex- 
change. 

The  defendant  Adams,  by  his  answer,  stated  the  facts 
with  respect  to  the  mode  in  which  the  bills  had  been  de- 
posited by  him  in  the  box  belonging  to  the  executors,  as 
above-mentioned.  He  also  stated,  that  the  388/.  16^.,  the 
balance  owing  by  the  plaintiff  to  Grfffin  and  Adams,  on 
the  Ist  November,  1822,  afterwards  became  increased  to 
5i5/.  8s»  3d.,  but  which,  by  subsequent  payments  by  the 
plaintiff,  became  ultimately  reduced  to  373/.  17«.  3d,, 
which  was  the  actual  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  Griffin 
and  Adams.  The  answer  alleged,  that  the  bills  were  ac- 
cepted by  the  plaiintiff)  and  given  generally  for  securing 
the  debt  due  from  him,  and  in  consideration  of  the  for- 
bearance of  Griffin  and  Adams  in  not  pressing  for  the 
same.  The  answer  admitted  that,  besides  the  money  paid 
by  the  plaintiff,  in  reduction  of  the  general  balance,  and 
besides  the  money  paid  by  him  to  Thomas,  in  respect  of 
one  of  the  bills,  amounting  to  99/.  2s.  6d,,  tbe  plaintiff 
was  liable  to  pay  the  four  bills  in  the  hands  of  Lute  H&w* 
ard,  amounting  to  39^.  I8s,  9d. 

The  answer  insisted  on  the  right  of  the  executors  to  en* 
force  payment  of  the  bills  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Withersion,  by  his  answer,  expressed 
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his  ignorance  of  the  transaction^  except  as  informed  there-         \SdO. 
of  by  Adama. 


On  the  12th  June^  18^,  an  Injunction  was  granted  to 
restrain  proceedings  at  law  on  the  bills^  on  the  terms  of 
paying  !376/.  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  Griffin  and 
Adams,  after  deducting  the  sum  paid  to  Magnus  Thomas, 
into  Court;  which  condition  was  complied  with,  and  the 
injunction  accordingly  issued. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing.  No  evidence  had 
been  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff;  but  the  defendants  had 
examined  Griffin,  who  proved  the  several  facts  under 
which  the  bills  had  been  accepted  and  discounted,  to  the 
effect  above  stated. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  fVigram,  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  bills,  being  accommodation  bills,  as  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Griffin  and  Adams,  and,  therefore,  bills  which, 
if  in  the  hands  of  Griffin  and  Adams,  could  not  have  been 
put  in  force  as  against  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  Adams 
cannot,  in  his  character  of  executor  of  Bird,  sue  for  the 
amount  of  them.  The  defendant  Adams,  as  a  partner  in 
the  house  of  Griffin  and  Adams,  promised  to  provide  for 
the  bills  when  due,  and,  in  the  character  of  partner,  he 
indorsed  them  to  himself  as  executor;  but  he  cani^ot,  by 
snch  indorsement,  be  permitted  to  recover  that,  ^s  exe- 
cutor,  which,  in  the  character  of  partner,  he  clearly  could 
not. 

For  the  plaintiff,  were  cited.  Sparrow  v.  Chisman  {a), 
Pfiller  V.  Rowe  (&),  Jacaud  v.  French  (c),  and  Richmond 
V.  Heapy  (d). 

(a)  4  Man.  &  Ryl.  206.  (c)  12  East,  317. 

(6)  Peake,  N.  P.  107.  (rf)  1  Starkie,  202. 


V. 
ADAM8» 
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1830.  Mr.  JerviSf  Mr.  TreslovCf  and  Mr.  Davis,  for  the  de- 

fendant  Adams. — The  defendant  Adams,  in  his  character 

«•  of  executor,  stood  in  the  situation  of  any  other  indorsee 

of  the  bills,  and  an  indorsee  of  an  accommodation  bill, 
even  with  notice  of  its  being  an  accommodation  bill,  is  en* 
titled  to  sue.  The  transaction  with  respect  to  the  box 
is  proved  to  have  actually  taken  place,  and  was  a  fair 
transaction,  and  it  is  quite  immaterial,  so  far  as  concerned 
the  plaintiff,  whether  the  bills  were  discounted  by  means 
of  the  box,  or  by  the  bankers  of  the  executors. 

[Lord  Chief  Baron. — Suppose  there  had  been  a  con- 
ditional indorsement,  that  is,  suppose  Adams  had  indors- 
ed the  bills  to  a  third  person,  telling  him  that,  when  the 
bills  became  due,  he,  Adams,  was  to  provide  for  them, 
what  effect  would  that  have  on  the  transaction?] 

It  is  apprehended,  such  a  state  of  things  could  not 
exist,  for  no  person  would  discount  a  bill  under  such 
circumstances,  and  the  very  object  of  the  acceptance  of 
these  bills  was  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  discounted ; 
and  it  would  have  been  no  accommodation  if  they  were  not 
to  be  discounted.  It  is  proved,  that  Adams  put  the  bills 
into  the  box  at  the  time  when  he  drew  out  the  money;  and 
there  can  be  no  difference,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  is  con- 
cerned, whether  the  bills  were  discounted  by  the  box  or 
by  a  third  person. 

[Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  difference  between  the  box 
and  the  third  person  is,  that  the  box  had  all  the  notice 
which  Adams  himself  possessed.] 

The  proposition,  in  Sparrow  v.  Chisman,  is  laid  down 
too  broadly*  It  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  in  that  case 
to  shew  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  for  a  valuable  consi- 
deration, and  there  was  no  proof  of  any  value  having 
been  given.  In  the  present  case,  we  shew  that  the  full 
consideration  was  given,  which  makes  a  material  dis- 
tinction.   The  other  cases  have  no  application. 
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Mr.  Simpkinson  replied.  1830. 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  plaintiff  rests  his  case  on  this  o. 

point,  that,  supposing  Adams  himself  to  be  the  holder  of  the 
bills,  he  cotild  not  sue  the  plaintifTfor  the  amount  made  pay- 
able by  them;  and  this  seems  to  be  beyond  dispute.  It 
seems  equally  clear,  that  a  bond  fide  holder  of  these  bills,  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  could  recover  on 
them  as  against  the  plaintiif.  The  argument,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  is,  that  the  deposit  by  Adams  was  good, 
because  it  was  made  in  strict  accordance  with  the  purpose 
for  which  the  bills  were  given,  that  is,  in  order  that  Griffin 
^  Adams  might  get  them  discounted  for  their  benefit  and 
accommodation,  and  that,  whether  they  were  discounted 
by  the  executors  of  Bird,  or  any  other  person,  is  imma- 
terial. On  the  other  side,  it  is  said,  that  if  an  explana- 
tion, founded  on  the  truth  of  the  case,  had  been  given  to 
the  person  discounting  the  bills,  that  they  had  been  ac- 
cepted for  the  consideration  of  Griffin  and  Adams,  and  that 
they  were  to  provide  for  them,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not 
to  be  called  upon;  then  the  holder  of  the  bills  would  not 
be  entitled  to  sue  the  plaintiff:  and  to  this  I  accede,  for 
the  holder  would,  in  that  case,  be  in  the  same  situation  as 
Adams  and  Griffin.  Admitting  that  a  bondfide  holder  of 
these  bills,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice, 
could  clearly  recover  as  against  the  plaintiff  on  these  bills, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  executors  of  Bird  do  not  sustain 
that  character ;  for  as,  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  they 
could  not  sue  upon  these  bills  without  joining  Adams  as 
their  co^xecutor  in  the  action,  it  appears  to  me,  that 
Adams  cannot  so  sever  his  character  of  co-executor  of 
Bird  from  his  character  of  partner  with  Griffin,  as  to  pre- 
vent the  executors  of  Bird  from  being  affected  with  no- 
tice of  the  transaction,  and  with  the  terms  and  conditions 
upon  which  the  bills  had  been  accepted.  A  foundation  for 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  being  laid  in  the  claim  to 
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I8d0.        have  the  bills  delivered  up,  I  need  not  send  the  case  to 

law. 

o.  I  must  decree  the  bills  to  be  delivered  up,  and  a  perpe- 

tual injunction  against  proceedings  on  them.    And  I  think 
Adams  must  personally  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 


The  decree  was  subsequently  varied,  by  declaring  that 
the  defendant  Adams,  as  the  surviving  executor  o{  Bird, 
was  entitled  to  recover  such,  if  any,  sum  or  sums  of  money 
only,  which  Griffin  and  Adams  might  have  recovered,  if 
they  had  not  been  bankrupts. 

And  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether* 
the  shop  debt  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  Adams,  or  Adams 
and  Griffin,  had  been  satisfied  either  by  money  or  by  the 
discount  of  any  acceptances  of  the  plaintiff;  and,  if  by  ac- 
ceptances, whether  such  acceptances  had  been  paid.  Or 
whether  Adams  and  Griffin,  or  either  of  them,  or  their 
estate,  remained  liable  to  the  same,  and  to  what  amount; 
with  liberty  to  state  special  circumstances. 

An  application  was  afterwards  made  by  the  defendant 
to  vary  the  minutes,  by  directing  that  the  injunction  should 
continue  until  after  the  Master  should  have  made  his  re- 
port and  further  order,  and  by  reserving  the  costs  until 
after  the  report.  But  this  application  was  refused  with 
costs. 
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1830. 

The  Right  Honourable  William,  Lord  Kensington,       jan,  26, 
and  Edward  Meredith,  Plaintiffs.  ^%'^*\^'  ^^' 

Stephen  Pugh,  Thomas  Wilson,  David  Lloyp,  John 
Cheesement  Severn,  Defendants. 

JThE  bill  was  filed  by  Lord  Kensington,  as  lessee  for  a  usage  to  pay 
certain  lives  of  the  Rev.  Edward  DavieSf  prebendary  of  the  plrithToe 
the  prebend,  prebendal  church,  rectory,  and  parsonage  [^'^dlS'Se^' 
o{  Llanbister,  in  the  county  of  Radnor;  and  Edward  tenth,  of  the 
Meredith f  as  Lord  Kensington's  sub-lessee,  against  cer-  tenofUndsin 
tain  occupiers  of  lands.  The  bill  stated,  that  the  parish  ^"anorl'^oved 
o{  Llanbister  comprised  several  townships,  and,  among  to  be  of  very 

,  ,  ,  P^*»t  antiquity, 

Others,  the  townships  of  Gollon  and  Kefn  Pawl,  the  ex-  and  supported 
tent  and  boundaries  of  which  townships  were  well  known;  themanoiT '  ^' 
that  the  plaintiff,  Lord  Kensington,  had,  since  the  28rd  ^^"^j^^"'"°- 
day  of  September,  1822,  been,  and  then  was,  lawfully  potedtobe 
and  rightfully  seised  or  entitled  to  the  premises  comprised  rUh  and  rectory, 
in  the  lease  recited  in  the  bill,  subject  only  to  the  under-  p^Visront^V' 
lease  to  the  plaintiff  Edward  Meredith;  and  the  plaintiff  was  held  to  be 
Edward  Meredith,  as  under-lessee  of  Lord  Kensington,  evidence  being 
had,  since  the  same  23rd  September,   1822,  been,  and  SaWngliad'w 
then  was,  entitled  to  the  immediate  receipt  of  (inter  alia  J  ^^^  ?^^"- 
all  the  ^tithes,  both  great  and  small,  yearly  arising,  grow-  that  it  was  im- 

J    .  .  .^,  .  V  A.        c  A.V.      possible  to  treat 

lOgf  renewmg,  and  increasmg  withm  such  parts  oi  the  the  rector  as  a 
said  rectory  or  parish  of  Llanbister,  as  were  comprehend-  {^jpp*JI**J  J?^" 
ed  in  the  said  several  townships  of  Gallon  and  Kejh  ^^^^\common 
Pawl;  that  the  defendants,  Pugh  and  fFilsonj  had  seve-  impose  on  iiim 
rally  held  and  occupied,  since  Michaelmas,  1824,  and  prior  pr^Vrem^^ 
thereto,  several  farms  and  lands  in  such  parts  of  the  said  ^^om  a  portion- 

ist;  and  that,  it 

parish  of  Llanbister,  as  were  comprised  m  the  townships  being  clear,  that 
of  Gollon  and  K^n  Pawl,  or  one  of  them,  and  had  also  (whatevermight 
enjoyed  and  exercised  considerable  rights  of  pasturage,  as  have  been  the 

common  of  pasture,  on  and  over  certain  waste  lands  si-  was  at  the  pre- 
sent time  with- 
in tlie  parish  and 

rectory,  the  legal  union  of  the  manor  to  the  rectory  would  clothe  the  rector  with  the  common  law 

right  to  the  tithes  of  the  district  so  legally  united  to  the  parish. 
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1830.  tuate  within  sucli  parts  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister,  as 
j^^  were  comprehended  in  the  said  townships  of  GoUon  and 
Kensington  Keffi  Pawl,  or  one  of  them.  The  bill  then  stated  the  per- 
FuGH.  ception  of  titheable  matters  by  the  defendants,  on  their 
farmsj  within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  as  )vere  within 
the  aforesaid  townships,  or  one  of  them,  without  set- 
ting out  or  accounting  for  the  tithes.  That,  before,  and 
until  Michaelmas,  1835,  a  composition  for  and  in  lieu  of 
the  tithes,  had  been  accepted  hy  the  flointiff  Meredith ; 
but  that  in  March,  1825,  he,  by  a  notice,  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  determined  such  composition,  and  required  the 
tithes  to  be  rendered  in  kind: — the  bill  then  suggested  a 
pretence  by  the  defendants,  that  a  lordship  or  manor, 
called  the  loi*dship  or  manor  of  Gallon,  comprised  sundry 
farms  and  lands  in  the  said  rectory  or  parish  of  Llanbister, 
and  the  titheable  places  thereof,  and,  among  others,  the 
farms  and  lands  occupied  by  the  defendants;  and  that, 
from  time  immemorial,  the  occupiers  of  the  said  farms  and 
lands,  and  particularly  the  occupiers  of  the  farms  and 
lands  occupied  by  the  defendants,  had  been  accustomed 
to  yield  and  pay  to  the  prebendary  and  parson  of  the 
prebend,  prebendal  church,  rectory,  and  parsonage  of 
Llanbister  aforesaid,  one-twentieth  part  of  the  titheable 
matters  and  things  aforesaid,  for  and  in  lieu  and  satisfac- 
tion of  the  tithes  of  such  titheable  matters  and  things. 

The  bill  charged,  that  such  custom,  if  any,  (but  which 
the  plaintiffs  did  not  admit),  was  unreasonable,  illegal,  and 
void,  and  required  the  defendants  to  state  the  grounds 
and  evidence  by  which  such  alleged  usage  was  to  be  sus- 
tained. The  bill  also  suggested  a  pretence  of  moduses  or 
real  compositions  on  the  part  of  the  defendants:  and  pray- 
ed an  account  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes. 

The  defendants  answered  separately. 

The  defendant  Pugh,  by  his  answer,  admitted  the  plain- 
tiff, Lord  Kensington,  to  be  the  lessee  of  the  prebend,  and 
the  other  plaintiff  to  be  his  sub- lessee.     That  the  plaintiff 
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Meredithy  as  the  sub-lessee  of  Lord  Kensington^  had  been,  1830. 
since  the  time  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and  then  was,  entitled 
to  the  immediate  receipt  of  three-fourth  parts  of  all  the 
tithes,  great  and  smaU,  within  the  rectory  or  parish  of 
LlanbUier,  and  the  titheable  places  thereof,  save  and  ex- 
cept, as  after  mentioned,  the  vicar  of  the  parish  being 
entitled  to  have,  receive,  and  take  the  remaining  one- 
fourth  part  of  aU  such  tithes,  save  and  except  as  therein- 
after mentioned.  The  defendant  admitted  his  occupa- 
tion of  a  farm  and  lands  called  Brondree,  and  his  exercise 
and  enjoyment  of  rights  of  pasturage  as  common  of  pas- 
ture, as  appurtenant  to  his  farm;  and  he  stated,  that 
there  was  a  lordship  or  manor,  called  the  lordship  or  ma- 
nor of  Gallon,  in  the  said  county  of  Radnor,  which  com- 
prised and  extended  over  divers  townships  and  parts  of 
townships  in  the  said  county  of  Radnor,  and,  amongst 
others,  the  whole  of  the  several  townships  of  Gollon 
and  Kefn  Pawl;  which  several  townships  of  Gollon  and 
Kefn  Pawl  were  distinguished  by  well-known  boundaries. 
That  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Gollon  was,  in  an- 
cient times,  a  parish  of  itself,  and  still  was  so  in  reality 
and  in  fact,  although  the  same  in  modem  times  had,  by 
reputation,  been  considered  to  be  within  the  said  parish 
of  Llanbister  and  other  adjoining  parishes;  and,  in  par- 
ticular, the  parts  of  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Gol^ 
Um,  which  comprised  the  said  several  townships  of  Gol- 
lon and  Kefn  Pawl,  had  been,  in  modem  times,  by  re- 
putation, considered  to  be  within  the  said  parish  of  Llan- 
At^/er,  although,  in  reality  and  in  fact,  not  so;  and  the 
said  defendants*  farm,  and  the  lands,  and  the  said  common 
or  waste  lands  which  were  situate  within  the  said  town- 
ships of  Gollon  and  Kefn  Pawl,  had  been,  in  modem 
times,  by  reputation,  considered  to  be  within  the  said  pa- 
rish of  Llanbister,  although,  in  reality  and  in  fact,  not  so. 
That  one  moiety  of  the  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small,  year- 
ly arising,  growing,  and  renewing  in  and  throughout  the 


128  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1830.  whole  or  most  parts  of  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Gol- 
Lord  ^'''  '^"^' '"  particular,  in  and  throughout  the  parts  there- 
KeNtiNOTON  of  which  comprised  the  said  townships  of  GoUon  and 
Puou.  Kefn  Pawl,  belonged  to  the  late  dissolved  monastery  of 
Comehire  or  Cromhir  in  the  county  of  Madnorf  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  said  monas- 
tery*  to  which  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Gallon  and 
the  defendant*8  said  farm  and  lands;  called  Brondrecj  with 
the  said  rights  of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  also  be- 
longed; and  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  farm,  and  lands, 
with  the  said  rights  of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  and 
moiety  of  tithes,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  said  monas- 
tery in  the  reign  of  King  Henry  the  8th,  came  to  the 
Crown,  and  the  said  farm  and  lands,  with  the  said  rights 
of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  and  a  moiety  of  the  tithes 
thereof,  then  belonged  to  John  Cheesement  Severn,  the 
owner  of  the  said  farm  and  lands,  called  Brondree,  so  oc- 
cupied by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  by  a  title  derived 
from  and  under  a  grant  or  grants  of  the  said  King  Henry 
the  8th.  That,  by  an  arrangement  between  the  preben- 
daries of  the  said  prebend,  prebendal  church,  and  par- 
sonage of  Llanbisler,  aforesaid,  and  their  lessees  and  the 
vicars  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister,  for  many  years 
past,  the  said  prebendaries  and  their  lessees  had  receiv- 
ed all  the  tithes  yearly  accruing,  growing,  renewfng,  and 
increasing  in  and  through  certain  townships  within  the 
said  parish,  and  the  said  vicars  had  received  all  the  tithes 
yearly  arising,  growing,  and  increasing  in  and  throughout 
certain  other  townships  within  the  said  parish.  That, 
for  many  years  past,  the  lessees  of  the  said  prebendaries 
had  claimed  to  receive,  and  had  received,  one  moiety 
of  the  tithes  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  in- 
creasing in  and  throughout  the  said  parts  of  the  said 
lordship  or  manor  of  Gallon,  which  comprised  the  .said 
townships  of  Gallon  and  Ke/n  Pawl,  and,  in  modem 
times  had,  by  reputation,  been  considered  to  be  within 


COURT  OF  EXCIIEQUBR. 


129 


the  said  parish  of  Llanbistert  and  particularly  one  moiety         ^^*^- 
of  the  tithes  of  the  defendant's  said  farm  and  lands,  with  ^^^^ 

the  said  rights  of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  but  whether  Kensington 
they  had  received  the  same  as  of  right,  or  in  what  particular  pugh. 
right  they  had  so  received  the  same,  the  defendant  was  un- 
able to  set  forth.  That  certain  tithes  were  satisfied  by  the 
payment  of  moduses  or  customary  payments,  within  the  said 
parish  of  Llanbisier;  and  that  the  lessees  of  the  said  preben* 
daries  had  received  the  moiety  of  the  tithes  within  the  said  » 
parts  of  the  said  lordship  or  manor  of  Gollon,  which  com- 
prised the  said  townships  of  GoUon  and  Kefn  Pawl,  which 
they  had  received  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  footing  of  the 
said  moduses  or  customary  payments;  and  as  to  one  estate 
within  the  said  township  of  GoUon,  they  had  received  the 
sum  of  I3tf.  4fd^^  as  a  modus  or  customary  payment  in  sa- 
tisfaction of  all  the  tithes  which  they  claimed  to  receive  of 
and  from  such  estate;  but  such  moduses  or  customary  pay- 
ments not  being  in  question  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant,  but  the  right  only  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  moiety 
of  the  tithes  of  the  defendant's  said  farm  and  lands,  and 
the  said  right  of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  which  had 
never  been  received  by  the  lessees  of  the  said  prebendaries, 
the  defendant  did  not  think  it  material  to  set  forth  and  state 
the  particulars  of  such  moduses  or  customary  payments. 

By  a  further  answer  the  defendant  stated  the  bounda- 
ries of  his  farm. 

The  defendant '  Wilson  put  in  an  answer  to  nearly  the 
same  effect  with  the  answer  of  the  defendant  P«^/i,  ex- 
cept that  the  defendant  Wilson  stated  himself  to  be  not 
only  the  occupier,  but  also  the  owner  of  his  farm  and  lands 
call  Kefn  Pawl,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  moiety  of 
the  tithes,  under  a  grant  from  Hen.  8. 

The  defendant  Severn,  who  was  made  a  defendant  by 
amendment,  as  the  owner  of  the  farm  occupied  by  the  de- 
fendant Pugh,  put  in  an  answer  in  support  of  the  answer 
of  the  defendant  Pugh,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a 
moiety  of  the  tithes,  under  a  grant  from  Hen.  8. 

VOL.  I.  K 
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1830.  The  defendant  Lloyd  was  made  a  party,  as  vicar  of  the* 

Lord         parish.     By  his  answer,  he  disclaimed  any  interest  in  the 

Kensxnoton    tithes  in  question,  stadng  an  arrangement  with  the  rec- 

PoQH.        tor,  by  which  the  entire  tithes  of  certain  hamlets  were 

taken  by  the  vicar,  in  lieu  of  a  proportion  of  the  tithes  of 

the  farms  in  question. 

The  lease,  under  which  the  plaintiff,  Lord  Kensington, 
was  entitled,  being  surrendered  by  him  on  the  6th  August, 
«  1829,  a  renewed  lease,  dated  the  I4l;h  August y  18S9,  was 
granted  to  him  by  the  prebendary  o{  Llanbister :  these  facts 
were  brought  before  the  Court  by  a  supplemental  bill. 
Evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides. 
The  plaintiffs  examined  the  vestry  clerk  of  the  parish  of 
HanbisteTf  who  deposed  to  his  knowledge  of  the  parish, 
from  having  acted  as  vestry  clerk  for  twenty  years,  and 
having  formerly  occupied  the  farm  called  Kefn  Pawl. 
This  witness  deposed,  that  the  parish  of  Llanbister  con- 
sisted of  two  divisions,  called  the  upper  division  and  the 
lower  division,  and  that  the  farms  occupied  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  commons  enjoyed  by  them,  as  appurtenant 
thereto,  were  situate  in  the  upper  division,  which  consisted 
of  two  townships,  called  Gollon  and  Kefn  Pawl.  That 
the  upper  division  supported  its  own  poor,  separate  from 
the  lower  division.  That  the  poor  rates  for  the  upper  divi* 
sion  had  always,  within  the  recollection  of  the  witness, 
been  paid  by  the  occupiers  within  that  division,  to  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  appointed  by  the  magistrates  for  the 
upper  division  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister.  That  a  por- 
tion of  the  church  rates  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister  had 
always,  within  the  recollection  of  the  witness,  been  paid 
by  the  occupiers  of  the  said  farms,  called  Brondree  and 
Kefn  Pawl,  to  the  churchwardens  appointed  for  the 
upper  division.  That  the  witness,  when  he  occupied  the 
farm  called  Kefn  Pawl,  was  in  the  habit  of  so  paying  the 
church  rates,  and  of  attending  meetings  of  the  parish  of 
Llanbister,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  parish  ac- 
counts.    That  the  two  townships  of  Gollon  and  Krfn 
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Pawl^  wherein  the  said  two  farms  were  situatei  were  1830. 
in  the  habit  of  bearing  and  paying  one- third  part  of 
the  said  church  rates.  That  the  witness  had  peram- 
bulated the  boundaries  of  the  upper  division  of  the  pa« 
rish. — ^The  plaintiffs  also  read  the  evidence  of  a  person 
who  had  been  vestry  clerk  for  thirty  years,  and  parish 
clerk  for  twenty  years,  who  deposed,  that  he  was  ac- 
quainted with  the  boundaries  of  the  parish,  from  having 
resided  therein  upwards  of  fifty  years,  and  from  having 
served  the  oflSces  of  high  constable  of  the  upper  division  of 
KmghUm^  churchwarden  of  the  parish  otLlanbister  for  about 
five  years,  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  for  two 
years,  and  assistant  overseer  for  about  eight  or  nine  years, 
and  from  the  information  of  old  persons  then  dead.  This 
witness  also  deposed  to  nearly  the  same  effect  as  the  last 
witness,  and  he  also  deposed  to  having  collected  the  tithes 
of  the  parish  of  St  Harman  for  thirteen  or  fourteen  years, 
down  to  the  last  year.  That  a  great  portion  of  the  parish 
of  SU  Harman  was  situate  within  the  manor  of  GoUon,  and 
that  the  witness  always  received  from  the  occupiers  of  farms 
of  such  parts  of  the  said  last-mentioned  parish,  as  were  situ- 
ate within  the  manor  of  Goflbft,  tithes  according  to  the  tenth ; 
and  never  heard  any  objection  to  the  same  being  so  paid. 

The  plaintiffs  also  produced,  from  the  registry  of  the 
Archdeaconry  of  Brecon,  a  terrier,  supposed  to  bear  date 
the  17th  March,  1780,  from  its  containmg  that  date  at  the 
commencement.  This  terrier  was  headed,  "  A  true,  full, 
and  perfect  terrier  of  the  vicarage  house,  outhouses,  build- 
i^g^f  glebe  lands,  and  ofaU  and  all  manner  of  tithes,  rede 
tithes,  portions  of  tithes,  and  aU  other  profits,  dues,  duties, 
and  customs  belonging  and  paid  unto  the  prebendary  and 
vicarage  of  Lkmbister,  in  the  county  of  Radnor.**  And 
contained,  among  many  others,  the  following  entry,  vtir. — 
"  In  thai  part  of  the  said  parish  which  is  in  the  lord- 
ship or  manor  of  Gollon,  being  abbey  lands,  there  is  but 
the  moiety  or  one  half  part  of  all  the  tithes  before  mention-- 
ed,  due  and  payable  by  the  custom  of  the  said  manor.** 

k2 
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1830.  At  the  foot  of  this  terrier  was  written  the  following  me- 

Lord  morandum: — "  Llanbister  parish,  October  the  fourth,  one 
KcMsiNGTON  thousand  seven  hundred  and Jifty-seven,  at  a  vestry  or  parish 
PuoH.  meeting,  held  for  the  settling  a  terrier  of  the  said  parish,  at 
the  dwelling-house  of  Hugh  Meredith,  innholder,  situate  in 
the  said  parish,  and  near  the  said  parish  church.  It  was 
then  agreed,  that  all  and  every  of  the  said  tithes,  rate 
tithes,  portions  of  profits,  dues,  duties,  and  customs,  and 
none  other  are  accounted  due,  and  have  been  accustomed 
to  be  paid,  in  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister,  for  all  time 
whereof  the  memory  of  man  to  the  contrary  is  not.**  Sign- 
ed by  the  vicar,  curate,  churchwardens,  and  several  pa- 
sishioners. 

The  plaintiffs  also  offered  to  give  in  evidence  the  depo- 
sitions of  the  defendant,  David  Lloyd,  the  vicar,  who  had 
been  examined  by  the  plaintiffs  under  an  order  obtained 
for  that  purpose*  This  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  the  occupiers,  on  the  ground  of  in- 
terest, inasmuch  as  the  arrangement  between  the  rector 
and  vicar,  by  which  the  tithes  of  certain  hamlets,  not  in- 
cluding the  farms  in  question,  were  taken  by  the  vicar,  was 
a  mere  temporary  arrangement. 

In  support  of  the  evidence  it  was  urged,  that  the  vicar  had, 
by  his  answer,  disclaimed  all  interest  in  the  matters  in  ques- 
tion in  this  suit,  and  he  was  therefore  a  competent  witness. 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  real  question  is,  not  merely 
whether  the  vicar  is  or  is  not  interested  in  the  matters  in 
question  in  this  particular  suit,  but  whether  the  evidence 
which  may  be  made  in  this  suit  can  or  cannot  be  read  as 
evidence  for  or  against  the  vicar  in  any  other  case. 

The  evidence  was  rejected. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  were  produced  ancient 
records  from  the  Tower  of  London,  of  the  dates  of  King 
John,  16  Hen.  S,  and  16  Edw.  8,  relating  to  the  possessions 
of  the  abbey  at  Aberguilly.  An  ancient  book  purporting  to 
contain  theocts  and  statutes  of  the  cathedral  church  o€Si. 
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DaviiTt,  the  gift  of  the  Rev.  Thomas  Huiton,  Archdeacon  1930. 
of  Brecon,  and  canon  residentiary  of  St.  DavieTs,  and  who 
was  alleged  by  the  defendants  to  have  been  the  founder  of 
the  abbey  church  of  AberguiUy,  afterwards  transferred  to 
Brecon,  Three  copies  of  this  book  were  producedj^  one 
from  the  registry  of  St.  DavuTs^  another  from  the  Arch- 
deaconry of  Brecon^  and  the  third  irom  the  British  Mu* 
seum.  One  of  the  librarians  of  the  British  Museum  proved 
the  book  produced  from  that  institution  to  be  one  of  the 
Harleian  Manuscripts;  and  he  also  proved^  by  comparison, 
the  hand-writing  of  some  of  the  signatures  in  that  book, 
with  signatures  in  the  book  produced  from  the  Archdea- 
conry of  Brecon. — ^The  evidence  as  to  this  comparison  of 
hand-writing  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
Taylor  v.  Cooi{a)y  wad  Randolph  v.  Gordonip)^  were  cited. 

The  evidence  was  received. 

The  defendants  also  proved,  that  diligent  search  had  been 
made  for  the  statutes  referred  to  in  the  book,  without  effect. 

The  defendaiits  likewise  gave  in  evidence  the  Ministers' 
Accounts  of  the  possessions  of  the  late  monastery  of  Com^- 
hire^  from  30  to  31  Hen.  8.  A  grant,  SI  Hen.  8,  of  the  posses- 
sions of  the  late  monastery  of  Comehire.  A  grant,  SB-Hen. 
8,  to  George  Owen,  of  the  manor  of  GoUon.  A  terrier,  I4th 
Jtdy^  1 548, 1  Edw,  6,  to  Owen,  to  alienate  the  manor  of  Gol- 
Ion  to  Sir  John  Williams  and  John  Gresham.  An  inquisition, 
post  mortem,  on  the  death  of  Sir  Johm  fViUiams,  described 
as  Lord  Williams  of  Thame,  by  which  he  was  found  seised 
of  the  manor  of  Gollon.  A  conveyance,  25th  May,  1565, 
from  Williams  to  Fowler.  The  defendants  also  produced 
various  grants  and  deeds  tracing  the  title  to  the  manor  of 
Gollon.  The  defendants  gave  in  evidence  the  terrier  of  the 
17th  March,  1720,  already  produced  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  a 
terrier  of  1721,  of  the  neighbouring  parish  of  St.  Harman, 
to  the  following  effect: — "  A  true  and  perfect  terrier  of  all 
and  singular  the  tithes,  dues,  duties,  and  profits,  whatso^ 

(a)  8  Price,  660;    3  Eagle  &  Y.  (6)  5  Price,  312;  Dow.  88;  3 

1005.  Eagle  &  Y.  877. 
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1830.        ever,  belonging  or  appertaining  to  the  prebendary  of  Llan^ 
Lord         bister,  off  and  from  the  parish  ofLlandurrt/  Ystradenny, 
Kensington    tn  n^e  county  of  Radnor,  and  diocese  of  St.  DavitFs.'^ 
PuoH.  The  first  article  in  this  terrier  was  as  follows : — 

"  Jmprimis.  That  the  tenth  of  all  nmnner  of  com  and 
other  grain  is  and  ought  to  be  strictly  paid  throughout  the 
said  parish,  excepting  that  part  of  it  which  lies  within  Sir 
Richard  Fowlers  lordship,  and  is  liable  to  pay  the  twen^ 
fieth,  and  no  more.'* 

The  defendants  also  produced  many  leases  and  stew- 
ards* accounts,  tending  to  shew  that  the  hamlets  of  Gol^ 
Ion  and  Kefn  Pawl  were  not  within  the  parish  of  Llan^ 
bister.  They  also  produced  several  account  books  of 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  GoUon;  and  the 
poor's  rate  book  for  Gollon,  subsequent  to  the  year  177S. 
They  also  proved  presentations  to  the  chapelry  of  Gollon. 
The  defendants  likewise  proved,  by  a  great  body  of  parol 
testimony,  that  the  farms  and  lands  of  the  defendants  were 
within  the  manor  or  lordship  of  Gollon;  that  -there  were 
certain  ruins  within  the  manor,  supposed  to  be  the  ruins  of 
an  ancient  abbey,  called  Abbey  Cum-hir;  that  Gollon 
chapel  stood  within  two  or  three  hundred  yards  of  the 
ruins,  and  was  comonly  called  the  abbey  chapel;  that  the 
chapel  had  a  font;  that  the  sacrament  was  administered 
there;  that  marriages  had  formerly  been  solemnized,  and 
persons  buried  there:  that  Gollon  had  distinct  church- 
wardens and  overseers;  that  there  were  distinct  per- 
ambulations; that  the  bread  and  wine  supplied  for  the 
administration  of  the  sacrament  in  Gollon  chapel,  was  pro- 
vided by  the  churchwardens  of  the  township  of  Gollon. 
That,  in  former  times,  the  chapel  had  been  repaired  by  the 
Fowler  family,  who  were  the  owners  of  the  manor ;  but  that 
the  family,  falling  into  decay,  declined  to  continue  the  re* 
pairs;  on  which  some  of  the  inhabitants  of  Gollon  prevail- 
ed on  the  inhabitants  of  the  lower  division  of  the  parish  of 
Llanbisier  to  contribute  to  the  repairs,  and  which  was  ac- 
cordingly done,  the  expense  of  the  repairs  being  contri- 
buted, as  to  two-thirds,  by  the  lower  division  of  Llanbister, 
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and  as  to  the  remaining  third,  by  the  inliabitants  of  the         1830. 
township  of  GottoUf  and  such  expenses  had  subsequently         ^^^^ 
been  contributed  after  the  same  proportions.    That  pau»    Keksimotov 
pers  had  been   removed  from  GoUon  and  Kefn  Pawl        puoh. 
to  LlanbiHer,  and  from  LlanbUier  to  GoUon  and  Kefn 
PawL    That  Gottan  and  Kefn  Pawl  had  maintained  their 
own  poor  jointly.    That  there  was  a  perpetual  curate  of 
the  chapelj  and  that  the  curacy  had  been  augmented. 

The  defendants  likewise  proved,  by  the  testimony  of  a 
great  number  of  witnesses,  that,  during  living  memory,  " 
tithes  had  only  been  paid  after  the  rate  of  one-twentieth 
by  the  occupiers  of  farms  and  lands  in  Gallon.  And  they 
carried  the  evidence  of  reputation  of  such  payment  having 
been  made,  from  the  information  of  old  persona  then  dead, 
to  a  very  remote  period  (a). 

Mr.  Treslove,  and  Mr.  Haslewood,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  BoteleTf  and  Mr.  Swan,  for  the  defendants,  except 
the  defendant  Lloyd,  the  vicar. 

Mr.  Fane  for  the  defendant  Lloyds 

For  the  plaintiffs  were  cited,  Rex  v.  NeweU{b\  Rex  v. 
The  Inhabitants  oi  Leigh  (c),  Attorney*  General  v.  Brere* 
ton{d)y  Scott  V.  Airey{e),  Edwards  v.  Lord  Vernon  {/) 
StrtUt  V.  Baier{g\  Rotherham  v.  Fanshaw  (A),  Oxendon 
V.  Skinner  (i).  Bum's  E.  L.  title  Chapel,  17  Vin.  Ab.  576, 
title  Prohibition,  placitum,  9. 

For  the  defendants  were  cited.  Lord  Petrev.  Blencowe{k), 
Bemeyy.  Harvey {l),  Williams  v.  Baconipi),  and  the  late 

(a)  The   extreme  length  of  the  {d)  2  Ves.  425. 

evidence  precluding  a  statement  of  (e)  2  £.  &  Y.  342;  Gwill.  i  174. 

it  in  detail,  and  the  reporter  finding  (/)  2  £.  &  Y.  344. 

it  impracticable  to  compress  it  so  as  Cjf)  2  Ves.  jun.  625 ;   2  £.  &  Y. 

to  render  it  perspicuous  and  intel-  421. 

ligible,  he  has  considered  it  better  (A)  3  Atk.  628;  2  £.  &  Y.  111. 

merely  to  give  a  short  summary  of  (t)    3   £.  &  Y.  1384;    Gwill. 

the  nature  of  the  evidence  produced,  1513. 

especially  as  the  whole  of  the  evi-  {k)  3Anstr.945;  2£.&Y.467. 

dence  is  detailed  in  the  judgment.  (/)  17  Ves.  119;  2  £.  &  Y.  585. 

(6)  4  T.  R.  266.  (m)  1  Sim.  &  S.  415;  3  E.  &  Y. 

(c)  3T.  R.  746.  1105. 
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1830.         case  of  Lincolris  Inn  and  the  Parish  of  St.  Andrew^  Hol^ 
-    .         born. 

Lord 
Kensingtom 

Fuaa.  Lord  Chief  Baron — This  bill  is  exhibited  by  Lord 

Kensington^  the  lessee,  and  Edward  Meredith^  the  sub- 
lessee,  of  the  prebendal  church  o{  LlanbUter;  and  the  de- 
fendants are  occupiers  in  two  townships  within  that  parish; 
one  of  which  townships  is  called  Gotton,  and  the  other  Kefn 
PawL — The  controversy  arises  respecting  a  moiety  of  the 
tithes  accruing  within  these  townships.  It  is  averredj  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  that  some  portion  of  this  large  parish 
is  situated  within  a  very  entensive  manor,  called  the  manor 
ofGollon;  that,  within  that  manor,  the  prebendary  otLlan- 
bister  has  never  received  more  than  a  moiety  of  the  tithes; 
that  the  townships  of  GoUon  and  of  Kefn  Pawl  are  within 
>thf|t  manor;  that  they,  in  pursuance  of  the  general  custom, 
had  never  rendered  to  the  church  o(  Uanbister  more  than 
a  moiety  of  the  tithes. 

Their  statement  of  the  usage  is,  I  think,  established  by 
all  the  evidence;  there  is  no  trace  whatever  to  be  found  of 
any  payment  made  to  the  prebendary  or  to  any  of  his  les- 
sees of  more  than  one-twentieth  ofthe  produce  in  the  name 
of  tithes.  As  this  usage  is  both  uniform  and  ancient,  what  is 
incumbent  on  me  to  examine  is,  whether  there  appears  on 
this  record  a  legal  foundation  for  it.  If  there  be  no  legal 
foundation  for  it,  and  there  be  nothing  in  the  cause  suflBcient 
to  shew  that  it  might  have  had  a  legal  commencement,  then, 
however  ancient,  and  however  uniform  the  usage  may  be,  it 
must  fall.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  circumstances  laid 
before  the  Court  afford  reasonable  evidence  that  this  custom 
had  probably  a  legal  origin ;  then,  the  long  usage,  connect- 
ed with  that  evidence,  may  support  it,  at  least  to  the  extent 
of  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  establish  his  legal  title,  before 
a  Court  of  Equity  will  give  him  a  decree  for  an  account. 

There  are  two  grounds  stated,  on  which  it  is  contended 
that  this  custom  had,  or,  at  least  had  probably,  a  legal  origin : 
the  one  is,  that  although  of  late  times  the  parochial  rights 
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of  Llanbister  have  been  extended  ovet  the  districts  in  IBdO. 

question;  yet,  that,  in  ancient  times,  these  districts  were  j^^ 

not  within  that  parish ;  that  they  were  within  a  parish  call-  Kensinqtom 
ed  Gotten,  which  they  presume  to  have  been  co-extensive  Pu<3h. 
with  the  manor;  and  that  the  rights  of  the  parson  of  Llan^ 
bister  could  in  that  parish  have  been  only  as  a  portionist; 
that,  in  this  situation,  that  is,  of  a  portionist,  it  was  requir- 
ed of  him  to  prove  his  title  to  the  tithes  within  the  suppos- 
ed lunits  of  the  parish  of  Gotton;  that  he  had  no  evidence 
except  the  actual  usage;  and  that  usage  shewed  his  right 
only  to  one  moiety  of  the  tithes  within  that  district.  It 
appears  to  me  that  these  positions  are  accurate  in  point  of 
law,  if  they  are  duly  supported  by  facts  and  evidence. 

The  other  view  of  the  case  which  has  been  presented  to 
the  Court  is,  that  there  is  a  priory  called  the  Abbey  of  Come" 
hire  or  Cromkir;  that  the  members  of  this  monastery  were 
the  owners  of  the  manor  of  GoUon  and  of  a  considerable 
quantity  of  land  within  that  manor  and  within  the  townships 
of  GoUon  and  Kejh  Pawl;  and,  either  as  the  impropriators 
of  the  rectory  of  GoUon^  or  as  owners  of  the  lands  within 
these  districts,  had  a  title  in  pernancy  to  a  moiety  of  the 
tithes ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  rector  of  the  parish  was  not  en- 
titled to  more  than  one  half:  all  which  they  contend  is  strong- 
ly supported  by  the  usage  to  which  I  have  referred.  This  al- 
so, as  it  seems  tome,  if  sufficiently  supported  in  fact,  might 
give  to  the  persons  who  claim  under  them  a  legal  title  to 
the  moiety  of  the  tithes  in  question.  It  is,  however,  more  fee- 
bly proved  than  the  other  view  of  the  case  which  I  before 
noticed;  but  it  will  be  sjtill  my  duty  to  mention  the  circum- 
stances, which,  it  has  been  contended,  are  sufficient  to 
sustain  this  defence  to  the  suit. 

There  were  given  in  evidence  a  number  of  instruments 
for  the  purpose  of  deducing  the  title  to  the  rectory  of 
Llanbister,  to  the  prebendary  under  whom  Lord  Kensing- 
ton and  his  sub-lessee  claim.  I  do  not  think  that  any  of 
them  afford  any  important  light  towards  deciding  the  con- 
troversy at  present  existing.     I  will  mention  them  only 
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I8d0.  very  shortly. — It  appears  from  these  instruments  that 
^^^  EdiDard  the  1st  had  considered  as  accruing  to  him, 
KENsiNQToir  by  forfeiture,  a  great  number  of  advowsons  and  rec- 
PuGu.  tories. — ^We  have  the  charter  founding  the  collegiate 
church  o{  AberguiUy,  which  was  to  consist  of  twenty-one 
canons  in  three  divisions,  and  the  appropriation  to  them 
of  twenty-one  parsonages,  and  to  one  of  the  divisions  the 
parsonage  of  Llanbisier;  this  is  dated  in  1S83  from 
Thomas  Bed  then  Bishop  of  St.  David^s,  A  slight  ques- 
tion has  occurred,  in  consequence  of  a  blank  in  the  instru- 
ment, whether  this  was  the  establishment  of  the  collegiate 
church  of  AberguiUy;  but  I  am  satisfied  it  was  so.  By  a 
subsequent  instrument,  dated  in  the  time  of  a  subsequent 
bishop,  the  three  prebends  described  by  the  names  of 
their  parisheSi  one  of  which  is  LlanbUter^  are  erected  in« 
to  dignities  or  offices  without  cure,  and  the  dignity  or  office 
of  chancellor  is  conferred  upon  the  prebend  of  Uanbuier* 

These  documents  are  sufficient  to  shew,  that  the  prebend* 
ary  of  LlanbUter  was  rector  of  the  parish,  which  he  ap- 
pears to  be  at  this  day.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffii 
have  from  these  dociunents  a  primd  fcuAe  common  law  ti- 
tle to  the  whole  tithes  of  Llanbister,  unless  the  contrary 
be  shewn  in  the  manner  I  have  hinted  at.  I  proceed  to 
consider  how  far  the  contrary  is  shewn,  and  I  will  take  first 
the  case  presented  to  the  Court  under  the  abbey  of  Comekire* 

The  Abbey  of  Camehire  was  one  of  the  lesser  monas- 
teries ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  occupiers  or  land- 
owners can  have  the  benefit  of  the  act  Slst  Henry  8th.  If, 
therefore,  the  lands  in  question  w^re  the  property  of  the 
abbey,  and  were,  in  consequence  of  that  circumstance,  mere- 
,  ly  protected  from  tithes,  the  exemption  would  have  fallen 
with  the  monastery.  It  is  contended,  therefore,  that  the 
monastery  had  a  grant  of  the  tithes,  and  that  the  title  to 
the  tithes  passed  with  the  lands  to  the  persons  to  whom 
these  lands  were  granted  by  the  Crown — to  the  predeces- 
sors of  the  present  owners.  Of  such  a  title  as  this  I  find 
no  plausible  evidence ;  there  is  no  ancient  document  re- 
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apectiDg  the  monastery  of  Comekire,  which  shews  that  1830. 
they  had  any  such  tithes*  The  Ministers*  Accounts  contain 
no  eyidence  whatever,  that  any  thing  was  received  from 
the  possessions  of  this  monastery  in  respect  of  the  tithes^ 
either  under  the  name  of  GoUon,  or  of  the  tithes  of  Llan^ 
bister.  The  original  grant  of  the  37th  of  Henry  the  8th, 
to  persons  of  the  name  of  Hendle  and  IFilliann,  in  the 
year  1546,  grants  to  them  the  scite  of  the  monastery  of 
Comehiref  and  the  demesne  lands  of  the  monastery  of 
Comehire,  but  makes  no  mention  whatever  of  tithes  of  any 
description,  except  what  relates  to  other  premises.  An- 
other grant  of  the  same  King,  to  two  persons  of  the  names 
of  Owen  and  Bridges^  gives  to  them  the  manor  of  Golhm, 
to  the  late  monastery  of  Comehire  belonging,  but  con- 
tains not  a  word  of  tithes  within  that  district  A  subse- 
quent instrument  of  1648,  two  years  afterwards,  which  is 
a  license  from  the  Crown,  authorizing  Owen  to  alien  to 
Williams  the  manor  of  GoUon,  with  the  appurtenances, 
is  equally  silent.  No  one  ancient  instrument,  either  be- 
fore the  surrender  to  the  King,  or  contemporaneous  with 
it,  affords  the  slightest  evidence,  that  the  abbey  of  Come- 
hire had  been  sebed  of  any  such  tithes,  or  had  surrender- 
ed any  such  to  the  Crown,  or  that  the  Crown  had  con- 
veyed any  such  to  the  grantees.  It  cannot  be  doubted, 
but  that,  if  there  had  been  such  a  portion  of  tithes  in 
the  abbey,  evidence  of  it  would  have  been  discovered 
in  these  instruments.  WiUiamSy  in  whom  all  the  premises 
shortly  afterwards  vested,  was  a  man  of  consequence,  and 
appears  designated  in  subsequent  instruments  as  Lord 
Williams  of  Thame. 

One  circumstance  only  was  pointed  out  in  the  argu- 
ment, as  tending  to  establish  a  title  of  this  description  to  the 
tithes.  That  circumstance  is,  the  mention  in  the  Ministers' 
Accounts  of  18«.  8(/.,  as  a  money  payment  for  twenty-eight 
bushels  of  oatmeal,  stated  to  be  payable  by  the  tenants  in 
GoUon  to  the  monastery,  aiid  then  to  the  Crown,  as  re- 
presenting the  monastery.    And  it  has  been  observedj 
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1830.         that  the  18^.  8d,^  the  commutation  for  the  oatmeal,  is 
^'T^^       exactly  the  twentieth  part  of  the  rents  stated  to  be  payable 


Kensington  by  the  tenants  of  the  monastery  in  GoUon,  including  this 
PuoH.  ^^^y  ^S^"  S^*  I^  i^  inferred,  from  this  circumstance,  that  the 
twenty-eight  bushels  of  oatmeal  commuted  for  ISs.  8d.  (the 
twentieth  part  of  the  rents),  must  have  been  in  lieu  and  sa- 
tisfaction of  the  half  tithes  said  to  have  been  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  monastery.  It  is,  I  think,  impossible  to  draw 
this  inference  from  the  proportion  of  the  sum  to  the  rents, 
when  there  is  not  the  slightest  trace  in  any  of  the  instru* 
ments  of  that  being  the  nature  of  the  reservation,  and 
when  the  reservation  was  not  of  the  money,  but  of  oatmeal, 
the  value  of  which  must  have  varied  with  the  price  of 
the  commodity. 

After  this  observation,  it  is  hardly  worth  mentioning, 
that  these  twenty-eight  bushels  of  Oktmeal  were  conveyed 
to  the  grantees,  but  the  payment  has  long  been  disused. 
There  is  hardly  any  mention  of  tithes  in  the  deduction  of 
title  from  Lord  WilUams  of  Thame  to  the  present  own- 
ers. If  any  such  is  to  be  found,  it  is  not  that  sort  of  men- 
tion which  is  to  be  expected  in  conveying  a  matter  of 
great  consequence,  it  is  only  a  word  thrown  in  according 
to  the  habit  of  conveyancers  among  general  words,  and 
there  is  no  particular  description  of  any  such  articles. 

I  think,  too,  that  this  does  not  happen  above  once  or 
twice  in  all  the  instruments  I  have  seen.  I  ought  to  ob- 
serve, that  I  have  been  speaking  of  the  conveyances  that 
form  part  of  the  title;  but  there  are  a  few  of  the  leases 
made  by  one  of  the  family  of  the  Fowlers,  through  whom 
this  property  has  passed,  which,  in  demising  the  lands, 
and  in  reserving  the  money  rent,  reserve  also  certain 
articles  of  tithes,  representing  these  tithes  as  having  been 
usually  rendered  to  the  monastery.  These  tithes  so  re- 
served are  articles  of  household  consumption,  being  the 
tithes  of  pigs,  geese,  and  kids;  this  is  a  very  common  re- 
servation in  these  leases,  but  appears  to  me  rather  to 
.oppose  than  sustain  the  general  claim  for  one  half  of  the 
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tithes  of  the  district.     It  seems  unlikely,  that,  with  a  title         1830. 
to  one  half  of  the  general  tithes,  while  they  were  expressly      "^T^^T^ 
referring  to  these  particular  tithes  of  household  consump-  -  Kensinotoh 
tion,  no  mention  should  be  made  of  the  more  important         i?aon, 
tithes  in  question  in  the  cause. 

There  is  another  important  circumstance  deduced  from 
the  evidence,  which  is  extremely  adverse  to  the  defend- 
ants' case.  It  seems  quite  certain  that  this  habit  of  pay^ 
ing  only  half  tithes  to  the  rector  of  Llanbisier  prevails 
over  a  much  larger  district  than  any  lands  which  appear 
to  have  belonged  to  the  monastery  of  Comehire,  and  there- 
fore,  if  the  monastery  had  really  had  any  grant  of  the  half 
tithes  arising  from  all  the  lands  within  the  manor  of  GoUon, 
where  the  usage  has  not  been  to  pay  it  to  the  rector,  they 
ought  to  have  received  those  tithes,  and  then  there  would 
have  been  clear  evidence  to  sustain  the  presumption  of 
such  a  grant.  There  is,  however,  no  evidence  that  either 
the  monastery,  the  Crown,  or  any  grantee  of  the  Crown, 
ever  received  any  tithes  from  any  lands  in  the  hands  of 
strangers. — It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  upon  the  whole, 
that  there  is  no  colour  for  supposing  that  the  owners  of 
the  lands  have  any  right  to  retain  the  half  tithes,  under  the 
protection  of  any  supposed  grant  of  such  tithes  to  the 
monastery  of  Comehire. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  there  is  a  sufficient  ground 
for  believing  that  the  districts  now  in  question,  namely, 
the  townships  of  Gallon  and  of  Kefn  Patois  did,  at  any 
period,  belong  to  any  other  parish  than  Llanbister,  It  is 
admitted,  that,  at  this  day,  the  districts  in  question  are 
within  the  parish  o{  Llanbister,  that  the  inhabitants  of  these 
districts  contribute  to  the  repairs  of  the  church,  marry 
there,  and  are  buried  there,  which  are  among  the  usual 
evidences  of  parochiality ;  and  the  universal  reputation  is, 
that  the  parish  of  Llanbister  extends  over  the  townships 
of  Gallon  and  Kefn  Pawl.  There  are,  however,  certain 
circumstances  in  evidence  having  a  tendency  to  shew  that 
GoUonwaa  formerly  a  distinct  and  separate  parish;  the 
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1830.        monastery  of  Comehire  was  situated  in  this  districti  and 
1^^         there  is  a  chapel  near  the  scite  of  the  monastery  which 
Kemsingtow    had  the  usual  privileges  of  a  parochial  church  or  chapel, 
Puou.        such  as  the  rights  of  marriage,  christening,  and  burial. 
The  advowson  of  the  chapel  belonging  to  the  family  who 
were  the  owners  of  the  land,  they  were  accustomed  to  no'i 
minate  the  curate;  and  they  did  the  ordinary  repairs,  until, 
that  family  falling  into  decay,  by  an  arrangement  made  be« 
tween  the  other  inhabitants  of  Llanbister^  they  agreed  to 
contribute  those  repairs  in  certain  proportions*     The  in* 
habitants  of  Gallon  and  Kefn  Pawl  seem  always  to  have 
appointed  separate   churchwardens,  and  to  have  made 
separate  rates  for  the  sustenance  of  their  own  poor;  and 
these  districts  are    perambulated  in  the  same  manner 
as  parishes  usually  are.    Amongst  the  advowsons  of  the 
churches  granted  by  Edward  the  Ist  to  the  Bishop  of 
SU  Davids,  for  the   purpose  of  endowing  Aberguilty, 
one  is  called  Kolan;  but,  it  is  observable,  that,  in  the 
few  instances  in  which  Kolan  or  Gallon  is  mentioned, 
Llanbister  is  not;  so  that  it  would  rather  seem  that  the 
same  parish  may  have  been  called  by  both  names.    In  the 
grant  of  1546,  made  by  Henry  the  8th,  to  Owen  and 
Bridges,  the  manor  of  GoUon  is  granted,  with  various 
messuages,  lands,  and  all  the  usual  words ;  and  then  the 
premises  are  described  as  situate,  lying,  and  being  "  in 
viUa,  campis,  sen  paroehia  de  Gotton.""    Not  any  of  tlie 
subsequent  instruments  mention  distinctly  a  parish  of  Gol^ 
Ion,  except  one  of  1543,  which  is  a  licence  to  Owen,  to 
alien  to  fFilUams  the  manor  of  GoUon,  together  with  cer- 
tain lands  lying  in  the  vitt,  fields,  or  parish  of  Gallon; 
once  or  twice  only  is  there  a  parish  of  Comehire  mention* 
ed,  and  then  manifestly  thrown  in  only  for  precaution,  af- 
ter describing  the  premises  particularly.  The  premises  are 
described  as  lying  in  the  parishes  of  Llanbister,  GoUon,  ot 
Comehire;  but  the  introduction  of  the  word  parish  in  this 
description  seems  to  have  been  for  precaution  only,  which 
is  not  unusual.    It  is  first  called  a  vill,  and  then  put  in  the 
alternative,  a  parish. 
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These  are  the  chief  circumstances,  which  have  a  ten-         18d0. 
dency  to  shew  that  there  was  originally  a  parish  ofGoUon         hor'd^ 
distinct  from  Llanbister^  so  as  to  account  for  the  preben-    Kensinoton 
dary  of  Llanbisier  receiving  a  moiety  only  of  the  tithes  of        puqh. 
Gallon. 

The  evidence  of  the  usage,  which  I  believe  to  be  a  very 
ancient  usage,  commences  with  a  terrier  supposed  to  bear 
the  date  of  17^0,  which  purported  to  be  a  terrier  of  Zr/bit- 
bisier.  [His  Lordship  read  the  entry  in  that  terrier ^  no* 
iiced  supra^  p.  IS!].  Besides  this,  is  produced  a  terrier 
of  a  neighbouring  parish.  [His  Lordship  read  the  terrier 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Hartnan,  stated  in  p.  133]. 

There  is  in  this  terrier  [the  terrier  of  17S1]  a  great 
number  of  other  articles  in  which  particular  moduses  are 
mentioned  as  payable  for  particular  articles,  and  in  nearly 
all  of  them  it  is  expressly  mentioned,  that  only  half  the 
amount  is  payable  from  such  lands  as  are  comprised  within 
Sir  Richard  Fowler's  lordship. 

It  will  be  recollected  that  Sir  Richard  Fowler's  lordship 
is  the  manor  of  GoUon,  as  appears  clearly  from  the  deeds 
produced  in  evidence.  The  family  of  Fowler  were  long 
the  owners  of  the  property  derived  through  the  Crown 
from  the  monastery  of  Comehire,  and  granted  by  the  King 
to  Owen  and  Bridges. 

I  entertain  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  prebendary  of 
Llanbister  has  received  only  one-twentieth  for  tithe  from 
that  part  of  the  parish ;  but  how  the  non-payment  of  the 
other  half  has  arisen  does  not  appear.  All  that  can  be 
said  is,  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  originated  in  either 
of  the  modes  that  have  been  suggested. 

The  case,  therefore,  comes  to  this,  that  there  is  a  usage 
to  pay  only  one-twentieth  of  the  tithe  to  the  rector  otLlan- 
bister^  and  this  usage  appears  to  be  of  great  antiquity. 
Unfortunately,  such  a  custom,  without  other  matter  to  sup- 
port it,  is  void.  I  can  discover  no  other  matter  upon  the 
record.  The  ground  taken,  that  GoUon  was  another  pa- 
rish, and  that,  for  that  reason^  the  rector  of  Llanbister 
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1 830.        has  no  common  law  right  to  the  tithes  within  that  dis- 
-" ,  "       trict  has  no   sufficient  foundation  in  evidence;   and,   if 

Lord  ^  ^  '  ' 

Kemsinotom  it  had,  would  not  sustain  the  claim,  because  it  is  clear, 
Puaii.  ^^^^  these  districts  are  now  within  the  parish  and  rectory 
oi  Llanbisterf  and  I  conceive  that  the  legal  union  of  Gal- 
lon to  the  rectory  of  Llanbisier  would  clothe  the  rector 
of  Llanbisier  with  the  common  law  right  to  the  tithes  of 
the  district  so  legally  united  to  the  parish.  So  that  it  is 
impossible  to  consider  him  as  a  portionist,  or  to  impose  up* 
on  him  the  difficulties  which  incumber  that  character. 

The  other  ground,  that  the  monastery  of  Comehire,  as 
lords  of  the  manor  of  OoUon,  had  a  grant  of  the  one-twen- 
tieth of  the  tithes  in  GoUon^  if  proved  in  fact,  would  be 
good  in  law;  but,  unfortunately,  this  hypothesis  is  totally 
unsupported.  No  document  prior  to  the  dissolution,  no 
document  contemporary  with  the  dissolution,  no  muniment 
of  any  description,  or  of  any  period,  pointing  at  any  such 
right  with  any  particularity  of  detail,  is  produced ;  only 
occasionally  among  the  general  words,  evidently  introduced 
by  the  precaution  of  the  conveyancers,  is  to  be  found,  the 
word  "tithes."  There  is  no  proof  of  pernancy  of  tithes, 
which  ought  to  have  appeared,  if  any  such  right  had  existed. 

The  defence  resolves  itself,  therefore,  into  the  mere  us- 
age of  paying  only  the  one-twentieth,  which,  as  I  have  said, 
is  void.  It  is  with  the  utmost  regret  that  I  feel  myself  ob- 
liged to  decree  against  this  usage,  which  is  of  such  long 
standing.  If  I  had  found  any  evidence  pointing  at  a  legal 
foundation  for  it,  beyond  the  mere  usage  itself,  I  should 
have  thought  myself  warranted  in  putting  the  plaintiff  to 
establish  his  title  at  law.  As  it  is,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  decree ;  but,  in  consideratioi\  of  the  long  pe- 
riod during  which  this  usage  has  been  acted  upon,  I  think 
it  should  be  without  costs. — I  shall  not  be  sorry  if  this 
case  be  carried  further:  another  tribunal  may  discover 
that  which  I  have  in  vain  endeavoured  to  find  out. 
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GENERAL  ORDER, 

XN  the  course  o( MiehaelmasTerm  the  following  arrange- 
ment was  inade  for  the  Sittings  of  the  Court  in  Equity, 
during  Term: — 

Mondays.    Motions. — Pleas. — Demurrers,  and  Excep- 
tions to  Answers. — Four  Causes^ 

Tuesdays,      \ 

¥xr  J       .        r  Causes  only. 
Wednesdays. )  ^ 

Thursdays.        Same  as  Mondays. 

p^j  f  Petitions. — Further  Directions  and  Ex- 

\     ceptions  to  Reports. — Four  Causes. 

a.     •,  f  Consent  and  Short  Causes. — Any  Business 

,     '     \   standk^g  over  from  jPrJcfay. — Four  Causes. 

No  cause  is  to  be  set  down  as  a  Short  Cause,  without 
a  certificate  being  produced  signed  by  the  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel, that  it  is  a  fit  cause  to  be  so  set  down.  If  the  Court 
should  deem  the  cause  properly  set  down  as  a  Short 
Cause,  the  defendant  will  be  bound  to  appear  on  the  re- 
turn of  the  subpoena  to  hear  judgment,  and  six  days'  no- 
tice being  given  to  his  clerk  in  court,  the  same  as  if  the 
cause  came  on.  without  being  taken  out  of  its  place  in  the 
general  paper. 


MEMORANDA. 

His  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth  died  on  Satur- 
day, 26th  June.  On  the  Monday  following  the  Judges 
and  King's  Counsel  took  the  Oaths  of  Allegiance,  &c.,  to 
his  present  Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth. 

By  the  demise  of  the  Crown  the  Patents  of  Precedence 
expired,  and  accordingly  John  Fonblanque  and  Thomas 
Jervis,  Esqrs.,  Sir  Charles  Wether eU,  Knt.,  and  Henry 
Brougham  and  Thomas  Denman,  Esqrs.,  took  their  seats 
without  the  Bar. 
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183(>.  In  the  following  vacation/  Thanuu  Jervis^  Elsq.,  Sir 

Charles  Wetherell,  Knt.,  and  Henry  Brougham^  Esq., 
were  appointed  his  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  laii, 
with  their  former  rank ;  and  new  Patents  of  Precedence 
were  granted  to  John  Fonblanque  and  Thomas  Denmanf 
Esqrs. 

Lord  Lyndhursi  having  resigned  the  Great  Seal,  it  was* 
on  the  S^d  November ^  1830,  delivered  by  his  Majesty  to 
Henry  Brougham^  oiLincoMs  Inn,  Elsq*,  who  was  created 
a  Peer  by  the  title  of  Baron  Brougham  and  Vaux,  of 
Brougham f  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland. 

Thomas  Denman,  Esq.,  one  of  his  Majesty's  ooimsel, 
was  appointed  to  the  office  of  Attorney-General,  vacant 
by  the  resignation  of  Sir  James  Scarleitf  and  was  knights 
ed;  and  William  Home,  Esq.,  one  of  his  Majesty's  coun* 
sel,  aiid  SoMcitor-General  to  her  Majestyi  was  appointed 
to  the  office  of  Solicitor-General,  vacant  by  the  resignatibd 
et^T Edward Buriensheno  Sugden,  and  was  knighted;  and 
C.  C.  PepySf  Esq.,  was  appointed  Solicitor-General  to 
her  Majesty. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  was  appoint- 
ed one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  And, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  1  Will.  4,  cap.  70,  intitul* 
ed  ''  An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  adndnistration  ofJuS" 
tice  in  England  and  Wales^*  William  Elias  Taunton^  of 
Lincolfis  Inn,  Esq.,  and  John  Patteson  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  Esq.,  were  appointed  two  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  Edward  Hall  Alderson  of 
the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.  was  appointed  one  of  the  Judges 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  The  three  new  Judges, 
previously  to  taking  their  seats  on  the  bench,  took  the 
degree  of  the  coif,  and  gave  rings  with  the  motto — Nee 
temere  nee  tinnde.  The  new  Judges  were  afterwards 
knighted. 

In  the  same  Term,  George Jleath,  of  the  Inner  Temple^ 
Esq.,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  Serjeant  at  Law,  and 
gave  rings  with  the  motto-— il/e^ifj<  qui  sperat. 
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The  Rev.  John  Rudd,  Clerk,  Plaintiff;  //  ^    ^"^ "  "— -•— ^ 

John  Wright,  John  Wood,  John  Coupe,  James  Wao-  JanMHth^^tK 
fiTAFF,  Ann  Chambers,  and  John  Horncastle,  De-  ^^^-^^'^^^ 
fendants.  ^/bv.  loeA. 

7HE  bill  stated  the  instituticm  and  induction  of  the  plain*  iq  a  suit  for 
tiff  to  the  vicarage  oiBlyih,  in  the  counties  of  A^o/Zfiigr/wr^J  fendL*aite^ea 
and  York.    That  the  parish  of  Elytk  was  of  great  extent,  th»t  their  seve- 

_,  ,,  ii_i  I*    -n-a    .t     ral  fiimw  formed 

and  consisted  of  the  townships  and  hamlets   of  Blythy  partiofadUtrict 

BanBm,  ToTfoorth,  Bamby  Moor,  Hodsock  with  GoU^  feribt  «"nt" 

thorp,  Oldcotes  in  part,  and  Siyrrup  in  part,  and  the  ^^^'']**^J'Jjf; 

chapelriesy  townships,  or  hamlets  of  Bawtry  and  Ausier*  wm  payable  ia 

J  ilea  of  tithes. 

jield.  The  defendants, 

That  the  plaintiff,  since  his  institution  and  induction,  Jy  **^^^*Jj*:^ 
had  been  entitled  to  the  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small,  year-  schedaiesand 

,    .  .         .  J  11  .    /v      maps  annexed 

ly  arising,  renewing,  and  increasing  m  and  upon  all  totts  thereto,  stated 
and  crofts  throughout  the  parish  of  fi/y/A;  and  m  particu-  ^^^^l^^^f^ 
lar  in  and  upon  certain  lands  situate  within  the  township  ■"**■**"?'**' ^^^ 
or  hamlet  o£  Hodsock,  called  Hodsock-MiU  Close,  and  land,  and  also  of 
Butlers  Carr;  and  all  and  singular  the  tithes,  great  and  fo^^'^.^^m- 
small,  except  of  corn  and  grain,  in  and  throughout  the  f^'"^*;".^^^,^^^ 
chapelries,  townships,  or  hamlets  of  Bawtry  and  Auster-  Witnesses  were 
field;  and  the  tithes  of  lambs  and  wool  and  all  other  small  reference  to  the 
tithes  in  and  throughout  the  township  or  hamlet  oiBlyth;  ^^^^^'^ 
and  all  small  tithes,  except  the  tithes  of  lambs  and  wool,  wi  accuracy  of 

<•   1  •  1  •  i_     i?  r>f     i  the  maps  annex* 

in  and  throughout  the  rest  of  the  said  parish  of  Blyin,  ed  to  the  an- 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  defendant  Wright,  from  jrndMu;%ttt*" 

Easier,  1813,  to  Easter,  IB22,  held  and  occupied  a  farm  fbT(;eUet3^re^ 

and  lands  containing  three  hundred  and  seventy-six  acres,  small  closes  of 

,  .  .  .  .  ^111       Isnd  (i^o  part  of 

one  rood,  and  five  perches,  comprising,  among  other  lands,  the  farms  of  any 
the  said  lands  called  Hodsock  MM  Close,  situate  within  ^^^J^^^^^' 
the  said  township  or  hamlet  of  Hodsock;  and  that  the  tie-  •  ^ere  st:tted  by 

«^^  ^  .  ill  the  maps  to  be 

fendaat  Wood,  at  Easter,  1832,  entered  into  and  had  ever  within  the  dis- 
trict, were  not 
in  fact  within 

the  district:— ^eU;  that  this  discrepancy  was  not  suiBdentto  destroy  the  modus,  and  thac^  if  it 

were,  still  it  would  be  necessary  to  have  the  opinion  of  a  Jury  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  maps  and 

he  descripttous  in  the  answers. 
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ld3(K  since  been  in  the  occupation  of  the  same  farm.  The  bill 
then  stated  the  possession  and  occupation  by  the  several 
other  defendants^  of  lands  within  the  said  townships  or 
hamlets  of  Hodsock  and  Barnby  Moor,  and  in  particular 
the  occupation  by  the  defendant  Horncastle,  of  the  lands 
in  the  bill  called  Build's  Carr.  Tiie  bill  then  alleged  the' 
perception  of  titheable  matters  by  the  several  defendants, 
without  setting  out  the  tithes.  The  bill  prayed  the  usual 
account  and  satisfaction. 

The  defendants  Wright  and  Wood,  by  their  joint  and 
several  answers,  admitted  the  presentation,  institution,  and 
induction  of  the  plaintiff  as  vicar;  and  that  the  parish  con- 
sisted of  such  several  townships  or  hamlets  as  in  the  bill 
mentioned.  They  denied  that  the  plaintiff,  as  vicar,  had 
been  or  was  entitled  to  have,  receive,  and  take  all  the  tithes 
as  well  great  as  small,  yearly  arising,  renewing,  and  increas- 
ing in  and  upon  all  tofts  and  crofis  throughout  the  said 
parish  of  ^/^M/  though  they  believed  and  admitted  that 
he  was  entitled  to  such  tithes  upon  certain  lands  within  the 
parish,  and  particularly  upon  some,  but  not  upon  all  the 
lauds  within  the  township  or  hamlet  of  Hodsock,'  and  not 
of  all  lands  called  Hodsock  Mill  Close,  and  Butlers  Carr^ 
as  claimed  in  the  bill. 

That  they  did  not  know,  nor  could  they  set  forth,  as  to 
their  belief  or  otherwise,  whether  the  plaintifl*had  been  or 
was  entitled  to  have,  receive,  and  take  the  tithe,  as  well 
great  as  small,  except  the  tithe  of  corn  and  grain,  yearly 
arising,  renewing,  and  increasing  in  and  throughout  the 
several  chapelries  or  hamlets  of  Bawtry  and  Austerjield^ 
or  either  of  them,  but  had  understood  and  believed  that 
the  plaintiiF  was,  but  by  what  means  they  did  not  knowi 
entitled  to  the  tithes  of  lambs  and  wool,  and  all  other  small 
tithes  arising  in  and  throughout  the  township  or  hamlet  of 
Blyth,  and  all  other  small  tiihes,  except  the  tithes  of  lambs 
and  M  ool  arising  in  and  tliroughout  the  remainder  of  the 
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said  parish  otBlyth,  or  the  titheable  places  thereof,  ex*  1^30. 
cept  such  parts  of  the  lands  of  the  several  townships,  ham*  i^^^ 
lets,  or  liberties,  as  were  protected  from  the  payment  of 
tithes  in  kind,  and  corered  by  mod  uses  or  ancient  custom** 
ary  payments,  and  except  as  in  the  bill  mentioned. 

The  defendant  John  Wright  admitted,  that,  in  the  yeao 
18  IS,  he  held  a  farm  and  lands  in  the  said  parish  of  Blyth^ 
and  hamlet  or  township  o{  Hodsock,  containing  or  consists 
ing  of  three  hundred  and  seventy-six  acres,  and  thirty-one 
perchesy  or  thereabouts,  and  that  he  continued  to  hold  and 
occupy  the  same  till  Lady-dmy^  18^2,  when  he  ceased  to 
hold  and  occupy  the  said  farm  and  land.  And  the  de« 
fendant  John  Wood  stated,  that,  at  Lady^day^  IS^i^i 
he  became  the  occupier  of  the  said  farm  and  land?, 
and  that  he  had  ever  since  held  and  occupied  the  same. 
And  the  defendants  believed  it  to  be  true  that  the  said 
farm  and  lands  contained,  amongst  other  lands,  certain 
lands  called  Hodsock  Mill  Close,  and  that  the  lands  called 
Mill  Close 9  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant  c/oA/i  Wood, 
were  not  the  same  lands  and  premises,  called  Great  Hod- 
sock  Mill  Close,  for  the  tithes  of  which  a  modus  of  10^. 
was,  as  they  believed,  due  and  payable,  and  which  close, 
called  Great  Hodsock  Mill  Close,  was,  as  they  believed, 
the  close  referred  to  in  the  plaintiflTs  bill,  and  was,  as 
they  believed,  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendants  John 
Hornciutle  and  Ann  Chambers,  or  one  of  them. 

The  defendants  admitted  the  perception  of  titheable 
matters  during  their  respective  occupations;  and  stated 
that  they  had  rendered  or  paid  to  the  lessee  of  Trinity 
College,  Cambridge,  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  parish, 
the  great  or  rectorial  tithes,  or  a  compensation  for  the 
same,  arising  on  the  farms  and  lands  of  the  defendants;  and, 
with  respect  to  the  small  tithes,  they  alleged  the  same  to 
be  covered  by  a  district  or  farm  modus  of  9j.  id. 

The  defendants  stated  that  the  famsk  and  lands  respee- 
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1830*^  tively  occupied  by  them  as  aforesaid,  were  part  of  an  an- 
cient farm  and  lands,  theretofore  called  Oreai  Hodsockt 
part  of  which  ancient  farm  and  lands,  called  Greai  Hod- 
sod,  was  then  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant  John 
Coupe f  other  part  thereof  in  the  occupation  of  the  defend- 
ant John  Homccistle,  other  part  thereof  in  the  occupation 
of  the  defendant  Ann  Chambers,  and  other  parts  thereof 
in  the  occupation  of  the  several  other  persons  therein 
named.  That  the  said  farm  and  lands  called  Gfreat  Hod* 
sock,  was  an  ancient  farm  or  known  quantity  of  land, 
and  had  always  been  known  to  consist  of  the  same 
lands  and  quantity  of  land,  and  to  be  dbtinguished  and 
called  or  known  by  the  same  name;  and  was  known  and 
distinguished  from  all  other  lands  in  the  parish  by  metes 
and  bounds.  And  the  defendants,  in  a  schedule,  gave  a 
statement  or  particular  of  the  farms  and  lauds  called  or 
comprising  Great  Hodsock,  with  the  limits,  boundaries,  or 
abuttals  thereof,  and  the  quantity  of  land  or  number  of 
acres  of  which  the  same  had  always  consisted ;  und  which 
said  farms  and  lands  so  called  or  comprising  Oreai  Hod' 
$oek,  were  also  more  particularly  shewn  in  the  map  or  plan 
annexed  to  the  defendants'  answer.  That  from  time  to 
time,  &C.9  there  had  been  due  and  payable,  and  of  right 
ought  to  be  paid,  by  the  owners  or  occupiers  for  the  time 
being  of  the  said  farms  and  lands  called  Great  Uodsoci, 
to  the  rector  or  vicar  of  the  said  parish,  that  is  to  say,  to 
the  rector  of  the  parish  before  the  vicarage  was  endowed 
thereof,  and  to  the  vicar  since  the  endowment  of  the  vicar- 
age, a  modus  or  ancient  customary  payment  of  9^.  4fd.  at 
Lady-day  in  each  year,  or  as  soon  after  as  demanded,  for 
and  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  all  titheable 
matters  and  things,  other  than  corn,  grain,  and  bay,  lambs, 
and  wool,  yearly  arising  and  growing  on  the  said  farms  and 
lands;  and  of  the  tithe  of  agistment  arising  on  the  said 
farms  and  lands.   And  that  no  tithes  in  kind  of  any  of  the 
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tkheable  matters  and  thin^,  or  of  ainstment  arising  oa  1890. 
and  from  the  said  farms  and  lands  called  Oreat  Hodsock, 
or  any  part  thereof,  had,  within  the  memory  of  man,  been 
rendered  or  paid,  by  any  of  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the 
said  farms  and  lands,  to  any  rector  or  vicar  of  the  said 
parish,  or  any  compensation  or  satisfaction  made  or  paid 
for  the  same,  other  than  the  said  modus  or  ancient  cus- 
tomary payment  of  9«.  4(/.  And  that  the  said  modus 
or  ancient  customary  payment  had,  at  all  times^  or  as  far 
back  as  the  memory  of  man  went,  been  from  time  to  time 
paid  by  the  owners  or  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the 
said  farms  and  lands  to  and  received  by  the  vicar  for  tlie 
time  being  of  the  said  parish,  except  the  said  plaintiffi 
for  and  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  all  such  tithes  and  agist* 
ment.  And  the  defendants  averred,  that  they  had  been 
always  willing  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  modus  or 
ancient  customary  payment  of  9«.  4J.,  or  to  contribute, 
with  the  occupiers  of  other  parts  of  the  said  form  or 
tract  of  land,  called  Oreai  Hodsock,  to  the  payment  there* 
of.  And  the  defendants  believed  that  the  particular  lands 
and  premises,  with  the  quantity  of  land  in  the  said  bill 
mentioned  as  being  or  comprising  Hodsock  MiU  Close 
were  a  part  of  the  lands  occupied  by  the  defendants  re- 
spectively, but  they  believed  that  the  lands  and  premises 
in  the  bill  mentioned  ami  described  as  Hodsock  MiU  Close^ 
were  not  and  did  not  form  any  part  of  Great  hodsock  MiU 
Close;  which  last-mentioned  lands  were,  as  the  defendants 
believed,  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendants  John  Horn" 
castle  and  Ann  Chambers,  or  one  of  them,  and  were  not  in 
the  occupation  of  the  defendant  John  Wood,  nor  of  the 
defendant  John  Wright.  And  the  defendants  believed 
that  the  said  Great  Hodsock  Mill  Close,  and  the  lands 
comprising  the  same  or  comprised  therein,  were  covered 
by  a  distinct  and  separate  modus  of  lOs.  a-year. 

The  defendant  John  Coupe  put  in  an  answer  to  nearly 
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1930.  the  same  ef&ct,  and  insisting  on  the  same  modus  of  9t.  4c/. 
as  covering  also  his  lands,  as  part  of  the  said  ancient  farm 
or  district  called  Oreai  Hodsock. 

The  defendant  James  Wagsiaff^  by  his  answer,  alleged 
his  faim  to  be  part  of  an  ancient  farm  within  Bamby  Moar^ 
called  Beilby  Farm;  and  he  stated,  by  way  of  schedule,  the 
metes  and  boundaries  o{ Beilby  Farm,  which  were  also  de- 
pcribed  in  the  map  annexed  to  his  answer.  A  modus  of 
4s.,  payable  at  Lady-^day,  was  alleged  by  this  defendant 
to  be  payable  by  the  owner  or  occupier  for  the  time  being 
of  the  said  farm  or  tract  of  land,  called  Beilby  Farm,  to  the 
rector  of  the  parish  before  the  endowment  of  the  vicarage, 
and  to  the  vicar  since  the  endowment,  in  lieu  and  satisfac- 
tion of  the  tithes  of  all  titheable  matters,  other  than  the 
tithes  of  corn  and  grain  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing, 
and  increasing  in  the  said  farm  and  lands  called  Beilby 
Farm,  and  the  tithe  of  agistment  arising  therefrom. 

The  defendants  Chambers  and  Horncasile,  by  their  an«* 
swers,  relied  on  the  same  modus  as  that  set  up  by  the  an- 
swer of  the  defendants  Wright  and  Wood*  They  also  in- 
sisted on  three  other  farm  moduses,  one  of  10«.  for  some 
Ian  1  called  Hodsock  Mill  Close,  another  of  Zs.  8i/.,  for  a 
farm  called  Butler's  Carr,  and  another  of  7«.  6</.  for  a 
close  called  Wilson's  Close. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  by  all  parties.  The  nature 
and  effect  of  the  evidence  is  very  fully  detailed  in  the  judg- 
ment 

Mr.  Jercis,  and  Mr.  Boteler,  for  the  plaintiff*. 

Mr.  Roupell,  and  Mr.  Cromhie,  for  the  defendants 
Wright,  Wood,  Coupe,  and  Wagstaff. 

Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  Klndersley,  for  the  defendants 
Ckrimbers  and  Horneastle. 
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-  For  the  plaintiiF  were  cited  Wood  v.  Wray  (a),  Hcdse 
V.  Eysion  (A),  Gillibrand  v.  Scot8on{c),  Markham  v. 
Smyihe  (rf),  Almond^  Vicar  of  Kellington,  v.  Trinity  Col* 
lege,  Ccanbridge(e),  Holloway  v.  Raiie8{f),  Peaceable 
V.  Watson  (g),  Perigal  v.  Nicholson  (A),  and  Higham  v. 
Ridgway  (i). 


18dO. 


For  the  defendants  Wood  and  Wright,  were  cited  Daws 
Y.Benn{k\  WiUiamsonv.  Lonsdale (l),  Bailey  y.SeweU{m\ 
Taylor  v.  Walker  (n),  Carr  v.  Henton  (o),  Manby  v.  Car- 
iis{p),  and  Pritchardv.  Honeyborne  (q). 

For  the  defendants  Horncastle  and  Chambers,  the  fol- 
lowing cases  were  cited,  Kentv,  Webb{r)y  Ordv.  Clark  (s), 
and  ^'At>  v.  Z.f>fe  (/). 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — This  is  a  bill  brought  by  the      ^'*^'  ^^^*' 
vicar  o(  Blyth,  a  very  extensive  parish,  partly  in  Notiing- 
hamshire  and  partly  in  Yorkshire. 

The  defendants  are  John  Wright,  John  Wood,  John 
Coupe,  James  Wagstaff,  Ann  Chambers,  and  John  Horn'- 
c€utle.  The  bill  seek;^,  against  Wright  and  Wood,  all  the 
tithes,  as  well  great  as  small,  of  a  certain  e)ose  called  Hod- 
sock  Mill  Close.     Wood  succeeded  Wright  in  the  posses- 


(a)  3  Anstr. 838 ;  2  £.  &  Y.  436. 

(6}4Price,4l7;  2E.&Y.697 

(c)  4  Price,  267 ;    1  Wila.  Exch. 
113;  Dan.  27;  3E.&Y.  839. 

id)   9  Price,  163;   3  E.  &  Y. 
1044. 

(«)  2  Wood.  142;  1  Wils   170; 
2  E.  &  Y.  106. 

(/j  Cited  in  Davies  v.  Pierce,  1 
T.  ^.  66. 

(g)  4Tannt.  16. 

(A)  Wightw.  63;  2 E  &  Y.633. 

CO  10  East,  109. 
•    {k)  lJac.&W.6l3;  3E.&Y. 


1001;  3  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  122;  J 
Barn.  &C.  751;  3E.&Y.  U06. 

(/)  Dan.  49.  171 ;  5  Price,  25;  3 
E.&Y.870. 

(m)  1  Ru68. 239. 

(n)  Bunb.  £67;  2  E.  &  Y.  22. 

(o)  4  Wood,  267;  7  Bro.  P.  C. 
100;  3E.&Y.  1,3-20. 

ip)  2  Price,  2o4;  3  E.  &  Y. 
733. 

{q)  1  Y.  &  J.  136. 

(r)  1  Wood,  79;  1E.&Y.454. 

(«)  3  Anstr.  638 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  424. 

(0  4Madd  214;  3E.&Y.969. 
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1830.  sion  of  his  whole  farm  in  18^;  and,  therefore,  the  plain-r 
tiff,  filing  his  bill  in  1824,  seeks  an  account  of  the  tltbe? 
of  this  farm  against  Wright  from  1813  to  18g£,  and  then 
against  Wood  from  1822.  He  prays  an  account  of  the 
great  tithes  against  these  two  defendants  for  a  place  call- 
ed Hodtock  Mill  Close,  which  is  said  to  contain  scTenty* 
seven  acres  and  upwards,  and  to  be  divided  into  various 
closes,  passing  by  different  names.  The  whole  farm 
amounts  to  about  371  acres,  and  the  claim  as  to  the  resi- 
due of  the  farm  is  for  all  the  small  tithes,  excepting  only 
wool  and  lambs*  The  plaintiff* charges  Hamcastie  with  the 
possession  of  a  place  called  Butler^ s  Carr,  and  demands  of 
him^  in  respect  of  that  place,  ail  tithes,  great  and  small,  and » 
witli  respect  to  the  rest  of  his  farm^  the  small  tithes,  save 
only  wool  and  lambs.  Against  the  other  defendants.  Coupe, 
Wug$t€^f  and  Chambers^  small  tithes  are  demanded,  with 
the  same  exception  of  wool  and  lambs.  The  effect  of  tlie 
manner  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  stated  bis  case  and  claim 
is,  to  admit  the  rector^s  title  to  the  great  tithes,  and  to  the 
tithe  of  wool  and  lambs,  except  in  particular  districts* 

The  lands  for  which  the  plaintiff  sets  i^>  the  demand 
for  great  tithes, -consist  of  two  distinct  paicels,  one  called 
Bodsoek  MiU  Close,  the  other,.  Butler's  Catr.  The  de- 
fendauts  Wright  and  Wood  admit  that  their  fiurm  com- 
prises a  place  called  Hodsock  ARlt  Close,"  but  they  deny 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  great  tithes  of  these 
lands;  and  they  add,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
great  tithes  of  a  close  bearing  any  such  name,  it  is  not 
die  land  comprised  in  their  farm,  but  that,  probably,  it  n 
of  land  less  in  quantity,  bearing  nearly  the  same  name^ 
which  is  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  Homcastle* 
They  further  say,  that  they  have  actually  settled  and  paid 
to  the  lessee  of  the  college  these  great  tithes,  or  a  com- 
position in  lieu  of  them. 

The  first  question,  then,  which  it  appears  to  me  proper 
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to  dispose  of  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  plunttff,  who  is         1890. 
a  vicar,  has  shewn  a  right  to  receive  the  great  tithes  of 
these  particular  lands  in  the  possession  of  Wood^  passing 
under  the  general  name  of  Hodsock  Mill  Close* 

The  plaintiff  is  not  in  possession  of  the  original  endow- 
menty  though  he  produces  authentic  evidence,  as  I  think, 
that  there  was  once  an  endowment. 

Two  instruments  are  produced  from  the  registry  of 
York.  The  first,  dated  in  August,  1 287,  is  an  award  of 
ordioatiori  otJohn,  archbishop  of  York,  reciting  that  ques«> 
tions  had  arisen  between  the  prior  and  convent  of  Blyth^ 
oa  the  one  part,  and  fFilUam,  the  perpetual  vicar  of 
Bljfihf  on  the  other,  respecting  the  tithes  of  sheaves  of 
certain  places,  and  the  tithes  of  hay  of  other  places.  Af- 
ter this  recital,  the  archbishop  proceeds  to  make  an  award 
and  ordination  between  these  parties,  and  gives  to  the 
prior  and  convent  the  tithes  of  all  the  sheaves  then  in  ques- 
tion, and  to  the  vicar  he  gives  other  ecclesiastical  emolu- 
ments, which  I  need  not  at  present  detail. 

The- claim  of  the  vicar  cannot  be  foimded  on  this  docu-^ 
ment,  because,  so  far  as  it  respects  great  tithes,  the  award 
is  against  him.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  any  effect 
either  way,  beyond  shewing  that  the  vicar  claimed  certain 
great  tithes. 

In  truth,  the  names  stated  in  the  instrument  cannot  he 
applied  to  any  of  the  lands  now  in  question.  The  named 
mentioned  in  the  instrument  are  three,  vi».  Beitecrqfi,  in 
the  township  of  Blyih,  two  cultures  (as  it  is  called)  of  the 
manor  of  HoddesaCf  of  a  place  which  is  called  Hyldirtre' 
vsong,  and  Le  Conynghere.  There  is  ndthing,  therefore, 
in  this  instrument  favourable  to  the  vicar's  claim  to  any 
great  tithes  of  these  lands. 

The  next  inatniniait  is  dated  SSnd  January,  1 846,  and  b 
made  by  William,  archbishop  of  York»  It  recites  the  for- 
mer instrument,  and  also  that  fresh  disputes  had  arisen  be- 
tween the  prior  and  convent  of  the  one  part,  and  Richard, 
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J8dO.  the  then  vicar  of  Blyih^  of  the  other  part;  and  it  proc^eda 
in  the  following  words:  '*  Jnsuper  dicii  vicarii  singuti 
videlicet  suis  temparibus  decimasfeni  et  garbarum  de  quo- 
dam  clausQj  qui  diciiur  Finchecrq/i,  et  omnium  clausorum 
dicta  parochuBy  locis  et  chusis  in  dicta  compoHtione  site 
ordinatione  nominatis  excepti$  specialiter  et  deductis.'^  It 
is  evident  that  this  would  sustain  the  title  of  the  vicar  to 
the  great  tithes  of  any  closes  which  it  may  appear  he  had 
received  by  the  usual  evidence.  But  as,  except  Finch* 
croft y  DO  name  is  specified,  it  can  go  no  further:  it  can  go 
po  way  towards  establishing  his  point,  as  it  is  impossible 
to  ascertain  what  land  w^s  inclosed  in  1346,  except  by  re- 
ference to  th^  subsequent  u^age• 

It  is  evident  that  there  had  been  an  endowment  preyi-* 
pus  to  any  of  these  instruments,  but  which  is  not  found ;  and 
as  these  two  instruments  themselves  have  nothing  so  dis« 
tinctand  specific  as  to  be  necessarily  applicable  to  the  land 
now  in  question^  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in  which  it  is 
proper  to  call  for  elucidation  from  subsequent  instruments, 
or  from  a  us^ge  approaching  nearer  to  the  present  times. 

Now,  there  are  only  two  species  of  evidence  which  tend 
to  support  the  plaintiflP's  case  on  this  pointy  the  earliest 
f^e  the  terriers,  which  have  been  supposed  to  have  that 
tendency.  There  have  been  produced  in  all.  eleven  ter* 
riers.  i^he  first,  dated  in  1714,  the  hist,  in  1809.  The 
terrier  of  1714,  the  first  of  aU,  is  rather  adverse  to  the  vi- 
car. It  mentions  his  claim  to  the  whole  tithes  of  li^nd  of  a 
pairticular  description  in  these  words:  **  AU  tities  qfiq/is 
and  crofts  throughout  the  parish^'  and  there  it  stops..  An 
observation  of  the  same  kind  may  be  made  on  the  next 
terrier  in  date,  that  of  17^G.  It  states,  that  the  vicar  is 
entitled  to  the  tithe  of  tofts,  with  all  minute  tithes 
riirpughout  the  parish.  The  next  terrier  in  date  which 
has  been  produced,  supplies  this  deficiency,  for  it  states 
that  all  tofts  and  crofts  pay  all  tjthes  to  the  vicf^r,  as  also 
the  foHawing  closes  and  meadows:    *'  The  sixes/*  and  af- 


COURT  or  EXCHEQUER.  157 

ter  an  enumeration  of  some  particulars,  it  mentions  **  Cooh' 
son's  Close  f  next  the  MM,  the  Mill  Close,  the  Duck  Pools" 
and  a  few  others,  **aU  which  are  Vfithin  the  liberty  cf 
IRlgthT  It  proceeds  to  name  ''  John  Pye^s  Leg  Close,  and 
Finchcro/i  Meadow,*'  which  it  states  "  to  be  within  the  li^ 
berty  of  Hodsocky  The  subsequent  terriers  are  to  the 
same  effect.  These  terriers  are  of  no  weight  in  favour  of. 
the  vicar,  because  they  expressly  place  the  Mill  dose  in 
the  township  of  Blyth,  where  the  vicar  has  also  lamb  and 
wool;  and|  in  the  vill  o( Hodsock,  confine  him  to  Pye^sLeg 
Close  and  Finchcrq/i,  mentioned  in  the  old  instrument. 

The  other  documents  which  have  been  reasoned  upon 
as  having  the  same  tendency,  are  certain  surveys,  to  which 
I  shall  mone  particularly  refer.  There  is  no  subsequent 
document  whatever  tending  to  represent  the  vicar  of 
Blyth  as  entitled  to  the  great  tithes  of  these  lands* 
There  is  not  the  slightest  proof,  of  any  character  or  de* 
scription,  that  the  great  tithes  of  these  lands  have,  in  fact, 
been  rendered  to  him  in  kind,  or  that  any  payment  has 
been  made  to  him  in  lieu  of  them.  Of  such  evidence,  this 
case  is  entirely  bare;  whilst  the  defendants  say,  upcn  their 
oaths,  that  these  tithes  have  been  rendered  to  the  rector  or 
his  lessee.  The  absence  of  all  this  evidence,  so  important  in 
such  a  case,  is  supplied  by  the  surveys  alone,  to  which  I 
have  alluded.  The  first  survey  bears  date  in  1 563,  and  pur- 
ports to  be  a  survey  of  the  vicarage  of  £/yM.-  by  whom  made, 
or  on  what  occasion,  or  by  what  authority,  or  what  are  the 
circumstances  which  make  it  evidence,  has  not  appeared  to 
me;  so  that  it  seems  to  be  doubtful  whether  it  ought  to  be 
treated  as  evidence  at  all  against  these  defendants.  How* 
ever,  I  think  it,  under  the  circumstances,  better  to  con- 
sider it.  After  stating  certain  closes  contiuning  a  particular 
number  of  acres  (which  is  mentioned),  to  the  tithes  of  the 
sheaves  of  which  the  vicar  was  entitled,  it  states,  '*  Uniue 
olausi,juxta  Hodsock  Milne,  et  decimas  garbarum  de  Peek 
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J8dQ.  CloMei  cofUinenie  vigirdi  acres.'' As  we  hare  no  evidence  what- 
ever where  the  Hodsock  Mill  stood ; — as  there  is  another 
Hodsock  Mill  Close  in  the  parish,  as  appears  clearly; — and 
as  there  has  been  no  usage  according  with  this  statement, 
that  is,  no  render  of  great  tithes  arising  from  their  lands  to 
the  vicar,  it  is  evident  that  this  survey  avails  but  litde  in 
support  of  the  plaintifTs  averment. 

The  next  survey  which  has  been  read  is  one  the  occasion 
and  nature  of  which  are  explained.  The  rectors  are  pritnd 
/bcie  entitled  to  all  the  great  tithes  of  the  parish;  andj 
it  being  important  to  them,  with  a  view  to  making  leases 
and  ascertaining  their  fines,  to  have  an  accurate  knowledge 
0f  their  rights,  they  directed  their  surveyor  to  make  a  sur- 
vey of  the  parish,  specifying  the  names  of  the  several  occu* 
piers,  and  of  the  lands  they  occupied ;  such  a  survey  was 
made  in  1776,  under  the  direction  of  one  Charles  Bamard. 
In  that  survey  it  is  stated  as  follows,  vh: — 


a.    r.  p. 

For  Sheepbreek  Close 

.    25    0    0 

Middle  Sheepbreek  - 

.      7    2    0 

Leg's  Close  -           -            - 

.     12    0    0 

Sheepwash  Meadow  - 

-410 

Hodsock  Dike  Meadow 

-630 

Rough  pasture 

-     14    0    0 

Total 

.    69    2    0 

The  number  of  ac^es  which  I  have  mentioned  are  placed 
in  th^  survey  in  a  column  headed  thus :  '^  Lands  uMehpay 
Hike  to  the  vicar;'  and,  at  the  foot  of  it,  there  ia  found 
thb  note,  *'N.B.  The  closes  in  iUs  farm  iksa  pay  tUhe 
to  the  vicar  of  Blyth^  go  by  the  name  of  Hodsock  MiU 
dose  in  the  mear's  terrier."  Such  is  the  material  part  of 
the  6UTv«y  of  1776.  As  it  had  in  view  to  ascertain  the  vfr- 
lue  of  ihe  great  tithes  oF  die  parish,  this  shews  that  the 
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surveyor  thought  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  the  great  tithes 
of  these  closes.  How  far  that  opinion  can  operate  as  evi- 
dence between  the  vicar  and  a  stranger  is  another  ques<> 
tion« 

The  next  survey,  which  is  of  the  same  description,  is 
dated  in  1805,  and  was  made  by  a  person  still  alive,  a 
circumstance  which  augments  the  objection  to  it  as  evi- 
dence. In  this  survey  there  is  the  same  notice,  that  the 
tithes  of  the  closes  belong  to  the  vicar.  Some  of  the 
names  are  a  little  altered.  However,  69i  acres,  with 
these  or  resembling  names,  are  said  to  be  titheable  to  the 
vicar,  A  survey  made  in  1819,  by  the  witness  TecU,  was 
also  produced,  which  in  no  view  can  be  of  any  moment  in 
the  present  discussion,  because  it  gives  no  details,  and 
mentions  only  that  101  acres  in  the  township  of  Hodsockt 
with  Goklthorp,  are  titheable  to  the  vicar. 

The  first  observation  to  be  made  on  these  documents  i^^ 
that  they  do  not  come  from  the  muniment  room  of  the 
college,  but  from  the  private  custody  of  the  witness  Teak 
We  do  not  know,  from  any  evidence,  on  what  information 
the  notes  at  the  foot  of  these  surveys  were  founded.  We 
do  not  know  whether  the  copy  given  to  the  college  contain- 
ed these  notes,  nor  how  far  the  first  two  were  acted  oii,  ex- 
cept from  the  belief  of  the  witness  Teat,  which  he  states  to 
be  formed  entirely  on  these  very  documents ;  and  because  in 
the  survey  of  1 8 1 9,  and  the  last  renewal  which  he  negotiated 
himself,  these  closes  were  treated  as  not  titheable  to  the 
rector,  but  he  adds,  that  he  has  no  knowledge  whatever  of 
the  close  in  questi<m,  in  possession  of  the  defendant 
Woodf  except  from  the  same  documents.  •  On  this  state* 
ment  of  the  facts,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  they  were 
not  evidence  receivable  at  all  against  Wright  and  JFood; 
but,  if  receivablei  they  are  mere  opinions  of  the  persons 
who  mad»  dii«n,  and  are  dierefore  of  no  avail.  They  are 
opinions  of  the  foundation  •  of  wMob. we  are  igncvani,  and 
which,  as  against  Wright  and  Wood,'  do  not  appear  to 
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isao;  have  been  acted  an»  For,  be  the  terms  on  which  the  last 
lease  was  granted  what  they  may  as  between  the  college* 
and  the  lessee,  the  tithes  have  been  rendered  to  the  les- 
see by  the  occupiers,  as  they  expressly  swear. 

In  order  however,  to  try  what  reliance  may  be  put  on 
tliese  opinions  of  the  surveyors;  I  will  point  out  one  cir- 
cumstance mentioned  in  the  survey  of  1 776.  It  states,  that 
the  closes  in  question,  paying  tithe  to  the  vicar,  go  by  the 
name  ot  Hadsock  Mill  close  in  the  vicar's  terrier.  Now, 
the  vicar's  terrier  must  have  probably  meant  the  terrier  of 
1770,  which  immediately  preceded  that  survey. 

In  that  terrier,  as  in  truth  in  every  other  produced  in  the 
cause,  the  only  mention  of  a  Hodsock  Mill  close,  is  in 
these  words,  under  the  head  **  Michaelmas  Compositions,'' 
"  Great  Hodsock  Mill  close^  10^."  It  is  impossible  that 
the  framers  of  the  terrier  of  1770,  and  I  may  say  of  all  of 
them,  could  have  meant  the  lands  in  question.  Because, 
it  never  was  suggested  by  any  body,  that  a  composition  or 
modus  of  10.«.  was  payable  for  these  lands,  though  it  is 
contended  that  a  modus  of  10«.  was  payable  for  the  other 
lands  passing  under  the  name  of  Great  Hodsock  Mill 
close,  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant //ornoa^//^.  And 
it  is  conclusive,  as  it  appears  to  me,  on  this  subject,  that 
the  lands  in  question  are  proved  by  all  the  witnesses  to 
be  comprised  withui  the  district  called  Great  Hodsock^ 
tor  which  district  of  Great  Hodsock  all  the  terriers  state 
a  modus  or  composition  as  payable,  and  all,  but  one,  spe- 
cify 9«.  4^d.  as  the  sum. 

It  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  whole  evidence  in  the 
cause,  documentary  as  well  as  oral,  that  these  lands  so 
described  in  the  survey  could  have  been  intended  by  the 
terriers,  as  the  Great  Hodsock  Mill  close. 

The  surveyor  was  in  that  respect  mistaken,  and  this  is 
sufficient  to  shew  that  no  reliance  can  be  placed  on  his 
representation.  The  last  piece  of  evidence  on  this  subr 
ject  is,  a  paper  proved  to  be  in  the  hand'^writing  of  fFnght^ 
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I  do  not  see  how,  under  any  circumstances,  this  paper, 
written  in  1823,  when  Wright  had  quitted  the  farm, 
though  it  may  be  evidence  against  himself,  can  be  evi- 
dence against  Wood  or  any  other  person:  even  against 
himself,  it  ought  to  have  little  weight,  because,  it  has  a  cha- 
racter requiring  it  to  be  mentioned  in  the  bill,  in  order 
that  Wright  might  have  an  opportunity  of  explaining  the 
circumstances  under  wliich  he  delivered  it.  The  plaintiff 
has  no  excuse  for  this  omission,  because  he  was  in  pos* 
session  of  it  in  August,  1823,  seven  or  eight  months  prior 
to  the  exhibiting  of  his  bill.  I  cannot,  therefore,  suffer  it 
to  have  any  operation  in  this  cause. 

I  have  now  noticed  the  whole  of  the  evidence  on  this 
point.  The  summary  of  it  is,  that  it  is  the  claim  of  a 
vicar  to  the  great  tithes  of  certain  lands,  the  rector  hav- 
ing the  common  law  right  to  them.  But,  in  support 
of  this  claim,  the  vicar  has  not  produced  any  one  of 
those  circumstances  that  usually  prevail  in  establish- 
lag  similar  claims.  He  has  no  ancient  documentary  evi- 
dence pointing  at  this  particular  emolument,  no  posses* 
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and  which  he  appears  to  have  delivered  to  the  witness,         \93b 
Mr.  Mainwaring,  with  a  request  that  he  would  forward  it 
to  the  plaintiff^ 

It  is  in  the  following  words  and  figures. 

-----  Mill  Meadow. 

Mill  Meadow. 

Mill  Meadow. 

lithe  able  to         -        -  Mill  Meadow, 
the  Vicar.  -         -  Rough  Pasture* 

-----  Leigh  Close. 

Two  pieces  of  Meadow. 
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sion  or  usage,  calling^  on  the  Court  to  apply  to  this 
subject  any  general  phrase  tliat  may  be  found  in  these 
documents,  or  to  supply  by  presumption  a  non-appearing 
grant  of  these  great  tithes.  This  case,  resting  solely 
upon  these  surveys,  which,  if  they  be  admissible  at  all,  are 
too  loose  and  uncertain  to  have  any  weight  in  this  con- 
trorersy,  the  plaintiff  fails  in  this  part  of  his  case. 

The  next  question  which  arises,  respects  a  claim  of  the 
same  nature,  rf«.  of  the  great  tithes  over  a  few  acres  of  land, 
called  Butler's  Carr,  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
Homeasile.  This  claim,  and  the  tithes  to  which  it  relates, 
are  precisely  in  the  situation  of  the  claim  respecting  the  Hod- 
Mock  Mill  Close,  which  I  have  discussed  so  much  at  large. 
It  seems  to  have  originated  in  the  same  circumstances  as 
the  claim  for  the  Hodsock  Mill  close,  vix.  the  memoranda  in 
the  surveys.  It  is  also  as  naked  of  every  circumstance  of  le- 
gal and  effective  evidence;  if  any  thing,  it  is  more  feeble.  I 
will  not,  therefore,  retrace  the  steps  I  went  over  when 
treating  of  the  last  subject,  but  content  myself  with  say- 
ing, that  I  think  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  make  out  his 
case  as  to  Butler's  Carr. 

The  next  question  which  arises,  respects  the  small 
tithes,  excepting,  however,  wool  and  lamb,  which  the 
plaintiff  does  not  claim.  In  all  the  subsequent  questions, 
the  vicar  has  clearly  the  primd  facie  right.  There  is 
enough  in  all  the  ancient  instruments,  to  shew  that  he  is 
entitled  to  all  small  tithes  of  a  certain  division  of  the 
parish  called  the  township  or  village  of  Blyth,  and  to  all 
the  small  tithes,  with  the  exception  of  wool  and  lamb, 
in  the  other  divisions  of  the  parish.  When  I  said  all  the 
small  tithes,  I  should  have  added,  except  when  they  are 
protected  by  moduses. 

The  first  and  most  extensive  question  regards  a  district 
called  Great  Hodsock,  containing  about  2S51  acres.  The 
arm  of  the  defendants   Wright  and   Ward,  consisting  of 
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about  871  acrea,  is  situated  in  this  district;  so  also  is 
the  farm  of  the  defendant  Coupe y  consisting  of  about  S 13 
acresk  The  defendant  Ann  Chambers  also  occupies  a 
coktsiderable  number  of  acres,  lying  dispersed  within  the 
8am<^  distriet;  and  the  defendant  Homeaeile  also  occu- 
pies a  ^very  considerable  farmi  part  of  which  is  averred  to 
be  within  the  same  district.  All  these  defendants  (who 
mee  the  whole,  with  the  exception  of  Wag^tqff).have  re* 
ceited  titheable  matters  of  the  several  species  comprised 
within  the  classification  above  menticmed,  to  a  consider- 
able amount.  All  these  defendants  plead  the  modus  to 
which  I  have  alluded:  it  is  a  payment  of  9r.  4d*f  payable 
tQ  the  vicar  at  Ladjf-dajf,  in  lieu  of  all  the  small  tithesj  ex- 
cept wool  and  Iambs. 

There  is  no  parol  testimony  establishing  the  paym^t 
of  .this  modus*  The  present  vicar  became  the  incumbent 
of  the  parish  in  1813,  and  probably  never  received  the 
niodus  in  question.  He  certainly  does  not  appear  ever  to 
have  received  the  tithes  in  kind.  The  deficiency  of  this 
kind  of  evidence  is  supplied  by  the  receipts,  of  former 
ministers,  down  to  the  year  1812,  just  previous  to  the 
plaintiflTs  incumbency,  and  by  the  terriers  from  the  be- 
ginning of  the  last  century.  The  language  of  the  terriers 
on  this  fi^Mbject  appears  to  me  to  be  nearly  uniform,  except 
in  the  change  of  the  word  "  modus^'  with  which  they  begin, 
for  **  cofuposiiion-"  The  first  terrier  is  of  the  year  1714,  it 
contains  nothing  about  small  tithes  in  general,  but  it  states, 
amoqg  others,  a  modus  to  be  paid  for  Great  Hodsock; 
no  sum  is  mentioned.  .  The  second  terrier  is  dated  1726, 
and  is  signed  by  the  minister  and  churchwardens;  it  states 
that  the  vicar  is  entitled  to  all  minute  tithes  through- 
out the  parish,  except  where  the  lands  are  covered  by 
modtts^r  ^^  then,  amongat  others,  it  gives  a  modus  for 
Qreaf  ffodsock. 

Tb^m^xt  terrier  is  of  1742;  it  states,  that ''  iiHe$  qfpigs 
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ducks f  geese,  fruits,  turnips,'  potatoes,  hemp,  line,  rape, 
and  hops,  and  all  other  vicarial  tithes,  are  pdid  to  the  vi- 
car through  the  uohole  parish,  dxcept  wher^  the  lands  are 
under  a  modus i^  and  tlieiiy  ih  a  subsequent  part,  it  states 
the  mochis  as  follow^:—**  Lady-day:'  "  Sir  Robert  (Mf- 
ti^n  pays  for  Great  Hodsoci,  9s.  4(f.'* 

The  next  terrier,  namcfly,  that  of  1748,  is^  exatify  in  tbd 
siune  terms;  thd  teiVier  of  1759  is  stiso  shnilan  Thatf 
of  1764,  whidh  is  the  next  in  order  of  time,  raries  fX^e 
phrase  a'  little;  it  staties,  ** pigs,  ducks,  S^c,  and  other 
vicarial  tithes,  are  paid  throughout  the  whole  parish  to  the 
vicar,  except  where  the  lands  are  under  a  modus ^  at^d  after- 
Wards  it  states  the  ^me  payment,  which  it  previously  calf- 
ed  a  modus,  only  in  this  way:  **  Lady-day  comiposi^oms/* 
''for  Great  Hodsock,  9s.  4rf."  There  is  a  tbi^ri^r  id  1781, 
another  in  ]  786,  and  another  (the  last)  in  1 90S.  They  aH 
state  that  the  vicarial  tithes  are  payable  tb  the  vicar,  except 
ii^here  thby  are  siliBjiect  to  i  modus,  using  tbaV  weird,  but 
when  they  specify  the  premises,  and  mention  the  sum, 
they  use  the  word  ''composition''  But,  fl^oln  fSie  fii'st  to 
the  last,  t^ere  i^  no  change  either  in  th^  name  of  the  pre* 
mises,  or  in  th^  amount  of  the  sum  r^pk^setited  to  be  paid 
for  them. 

It  cannot;  therefore,  be  disputed,  that  these  terriers, 
many  of  which  are  signed  by  the  vi'dar,  and  all  by  some 
officiating  minister,  together  with  the  churchwa^ens 
and  many  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  are  very  strong  evi- 
dence against  the  present  plaindft',  of  the  actual  payment 
of  this  modus,  through  the  whole  or  th^  last  century. 

The  next  head  of  evidence  is  certain  receipts,  all  of 
(hem  signed  either  by  a  vicar  or  an  officiating  minister, 
except  a  few  which  are  signed  by  the  wife  of  (he  viiiar 
Pritchard.  The  receipts  are  thirty-tvi^o  ih  number,  the 
first  is  dated  1742.  The  defendants  have  not  had  the 
good  fortunie  to  obtain  them  in  regtdar  succession,  but 
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they  are  carried  down  to  181S.    In  these  receipts^  the         1830. 
payments  are  sometimes  called  moduses  and  sometimes 
compositions^  but   Great  Hodsock^  and  the  sum  of  9$. 
Ad.  B»  payable  for  it,  is  always  mentioned. 

These  two  cliisses  of  evidence  prove  the  payment  of  this 
modus  in  the  most  satisfactory  manner,  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  last  ceiitury  down  to  the  incumbency  of 
the  plainttflPi  and  ai  e  as  satisfactory  on  thftt  point  as  any  - 
patt>l  testimony  could  possibly  be.  This  is  the  whote  of 
the  defendants'  case. 

Upon  the  fact  of  the  render  of  tithes  in  kind,  the  {Plain- 
tiff has  given  no  evidence  whatever,  but  lias  contented ' 
himself  with  producing  some  vicar's  books,  by  which  if 
appeara  that  certain  sums  were  rec^ved  for  the  vicar's 
use  by  the  collectors.  But  it  is  remai4cable,  that  there  is- 
no  collection  whatever  under  the  general  title,  either  of 
the  township  of  Hodsoek,  which  is  a  more  extensive 
district,  or  of  Great  Modsock.  But,  if  any  thing  was  col*^ 
leeted  from  the  inhabitants  of  these  districts,  it  is  plaoed* 
under  thedifibrent  heads;  accordingly,  sums  of  &•  6d.  are 
credited  to  the  defendants  Wrighi  and  Caupe^  but  they 
afre  ]^laeed  under  the  head  of  OUeombes,  which  is  a  sepa- 
rate division  of  the  parish*  As  to  these  payments,  the 
defetklants  aay  they  were  made  in  the  name  of  Easier 
Ofl%rings,'  and  bore  no  proportion  whatever  to  the  value- 
of  tie  slnall  titbee  covered  by  the  modus. 

It  ie  impossible,-' therefore,  to  doubt  upon  this  state  of 
the  evidence,-  that  a  sufficient  case  of  actual  payment  of 
this  aum  of  9s.  4td»,  and  of  the  non-render  of  tithes  in 
kind,  has  been  produced  in  support  of  their  plea:  all  the 
witnesses  to  whom  the  question  was  put,»  say,  that  no. 
tithes  in  kind  were  ever  received,  and  no  witness  contra^ 
dicta  ihifl. 

In  truth,  this  objectioD  to  the  modus  was  in  the  ai^« 
liient  but  little  urged,  and  still  less  relied  on;  Ae  main 
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1830.        point  made  on  this  part  of  the  cause  rested  on  the  inaceu* 
racy  in  the  local  description  of  the  lands  covered. 

It  is  said^  that,  when  a  farm  modus,  or  an  estate  modus, 
or  a  district  modus  is  pleaded,  the  defenijdant  must  shew 
accurately  the  boundaries  of  the  lands,  and  if  he  does  not, 
his  plea  must  fail,  because  the  clerg3rman  is  entitled  to 
know  on  what  hinds  his  demand  is  charged.     To  a  certain 
extent  this  is  undoubtedly  true.     In  order  to  ascertain 
what  effect  this  rule  should  have  in  the  present  instance, 
I  must  state  the  view  I  take  of  the  facts. 
.  In  the  first  place,  the  defendants  interested  in  this  ques* 
tion  agree  in  their  several  answers,  in  giving,  with  entire 
distinctness,  the  same  limits  and  boundaries  to   Great 
Hodsoci*    Three  witnesses  only  seem  to  be  examined  as  to 
these  boundaries.     I  cannot  be  certain  that  in  what  I  am 
about  to  say  I  am  quite  accurate,  because  I  profess  to  be 
*    unable  distinctly  to  follow  these  witnesses   where  they 
state  the  boundaries.    They  describe  the  boundaries  by 
reference  to  hedges,   to  busheS|  to  banks,  and  to  the 
possessions  of  particular  persons,  which   are   not   laid 
down  in  the  maps,  and  of  which  nothing  in  the  evidence 
gives  me  a  full  and  clear  conception.    I  will  state,  how- 
ever, the  result  to  which  I  have  come  on  this  subject 
The  three  witnesses  are,  Hiekson,  Foster^  and  Nettle' 
ship.     It  appears  to  me  to  be  the  fair  result  of  i^oi/^'# 
evidence,  that  a  place  called  the  Duck-pools  is  not  with- 
in the  limits  of  Great  Hodsock,  though  the  defendants  re- 
present it  to  be  within  that  district;  and  the  result  otNet- 
tleships  testimony  is,  that  he  doubts. whether  two  closes 
at  the  north*east  corner  of  the  district,  marked  in  the  map 
190  and  ^00,  ought  to  be  laid  down  as  within  the  district; 
they  are  so  laid  down  by  the  defendants.    It  does  not  ap- 
pear,  distinctly,  of  how  many  acres  these  particular  parceh 
consist,  but  it  seems  to  me  sufficiently  manifest,  that  they 
bear  a  very  small  proportion  to  the  whole  district;  which 
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18  composed  of  2250  acres.  I  am  also  quite  satisfied,  that  1830. 
the  whole  of  Wood's  farm,  the  whole  of  Mrs.  Chambers* 
occupationi  and  that  part  o{  Homcastles  farm,  laid  down 
in  the  map  as  being  within  Great  Hodsocky  are  so  in  fact* 
The  doubts  therefore  which  may  be  raised  respecting  the 
boundaries  of  this  district,  do  not  directly  affect  any  land 
occupied  by  any  of  the  defendants  in  this  cause.  For^ 
tier's  evidence  as  to  the  Duck-pools,  and  Netileship's 
doubt  as  to  the  two  closes  at  the  north-east  comer,  199 
and  200,  are,  as  to  any  real  interests  of  any  of  the  parties 
-  in  this  cause,  totlilly  indiflferent,  and  so  as  to  the  real  me- 
rits of  the  case,  except  so  far  as  the  objection  might  serve 
to  set  aside  the  modus  altogether.  The  2250  acres, 
clearly  described  by  all  the  witnesses  to  be  comprised 
within  Oreat  Hodsock^wWi  be  an  ample  security  for  the 
9#.  Ad,  to  which  the  vicar  is  entitled,  and  the  inaccuracy 
in  the  description,  even  if  there  be  any  inaccuracy,  would 
not  injure  any  person. 

The  question  which  I  have  to  put  to  myself  is,  whe- 
ther the  rule  that  has  been  referred  to  is  so  unbending, 
that,  when  all  the  defendants  on  their  oaths  give  a  dis- 
tinct and  intleligible  account  of  the  boundaries,  and  repre- 
sent particular  boundaries  to  be  the  true  boundaries  of 
the  district,  and  a  small  part  (the  tithes  of  which  are  not 
now  in  question)  is  withdrawn  by  one  witness,  and  a  doubt 
is  expressed  respecting  another  part  (together  being  of 
smidl  amount  and  also  not  implicated  in  the  present  ques- 
tion), this  discrepancy  is  suflScient  to  destroy  the  mo- 
dus which  extends  over  so  great  a  tract  of  land.  I  have 
no  right  to  give  entire  credit  to  Forster's  opinion,  and 
to  adopt  it  as  conclusive.  I  have  as  little  right  to  de- 
cide Netileship's  doubts  in  the  negative,  and  to  consider 
them  as  conclusive.  If  the  law  were,  that  the  slightest  mis- 
take in  the  description  of  the  boundaries  of  a  district 
was  fatal  to  the  modus,  I  should  be  boundi  upon  the 
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1890.        State  of  the  evidence  in  this  cause^  as  it  appears  to  mei  to 
have  the  opinion  of  a  Jury,  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  maps 
and  the  descriptions  in  the  answers*   The  evidence,  taken 
altogether,  conies  near  enough  to  the  description  giveni 
to  entitle  the  defendants  to  have  the  matter  ascertained  in 
.that  mode  of  trial  which  is  best  calculated  for  the  purpose. 
-It  has  .been  contended,  that  the  ancient  docutpents  nega* 
tive  this  modus.     They  do  not  negative  it,  except  by  nQt 
mentioning  it  when  they  speak  of  small  tithes.    It  is  every 
day's  experience,  that  the  non-mention  in  these  ancient 
instruments  of  a  modus,  is  not  decisive  against  its  c^xist- 
ence;  it  is  always  a  question  upon  the  whole  circum- 
^stances  of  the  case.    Several  cases  have  been  cited  to  sup- 
.port  the  objection  founded  on  the  supposed  inaccuracy  in 
the  statement  of  the  boundaries.    They  appear  to  be,  in 
general,  cases  in  which  no  description  at  all  was  given  by 
the  defendants.    The  language  of  the  Court  b,  that  ^ueh 
a  description  must  be  given  as  would  eqable  the  Sheriff  to 
deliver  possession.    In  this  case  such  a  description  is  giv* 
en.    The  obgectian  b  of  another  kind :  it  is^  fhat,  in  de- 
scribing a  very  krge  district,  some  witnes3es  do  not  exact- 
ly concur  in  that  description ;  all  the  witnesses  agreeing 
that  the  fiirms  in  question  are  within  that  district.     It  ap* 
pears  to  me,  that  the  evidence  was  more  accurfite  than 
was  to  be  expected,  and  that  I  have  no  right,  on  that  pria- 
eiple,  to  overrule  this  modus.     It  is  of  course,  that  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  chooses  it,  should  have  an  issue  upon  the 
modus;    in  which  issue,  the  Jury  will  have  to  try,  not 
only. the  ttiCt  of  payment,  but  the  question  regarding  the 
boundaries ;  and  then,  the  weight  due  ^o  Forsters  opiniop, 
and  NeiileMp*$  doubts,  can  be  fixed  and  ascertained, 
and  the  .boundaries  accurately  determined. 

I  shall  DOW  proceed  to  mention  three  other  modules. 
One  of  IQff.,  for  some  land  called  Hodsod  Mill  ChsCp  a|i- 
other  of  ^#.  8(/.  for.an  ancient  farm,  called  Butlef^s  Can's 
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and, the  othi^r  oX^s.fid.  for  an  ancient  farm,  called  WU- 
SQn^9  Clo^e.  The  defendants  admit  the  occupation  of 
tbe^e  lands,  and  rely  on  these  several  moduses  as  a  dis- 
charge  .and  satisfaction  for  all  yicarial  tithes.  These  mo- 
duses  are  tak^n  from  the, terriers  and  receipts;  but  as. the 
defendants  are  totally  unable  to  .set  out  the  .several  lands 
coveredby  them  by  mete.s  and  bounds,  and,  on  the  contra- 
ry, state  that  tbe^  have  beep  confounded  and  laid  toge- 
ther, \t  is  of  coura.e  .that  the  plaintiff  should  have  a  de- 
x^rpe  against  the  defendants,  in  respect  of  the  lands  in 
.their  occupation,  not  coyei;ed  by  .the  modus  pf  9«.  4ed.  f<}r 
Great  fiodsock. 

The  next  and  o^ly  remaining. question  .regards  .the  de- 
fendant W<V^^^»  :He  pccupies  a  farm  of  about  133  acres  in 
,th^  township  otBarnby  Moor^  which  is  within  this  pariah- 
It  being  reasonably  dear,  that  the  vicar  is  ^entitled  to  a^l 
small  tithes,  including  lambs  and  wpol  in  the  township  G|r 
hamlet  of  Blyth^  and  to  all  ^mall  tithes,  excluding  Up^t^s 
4uid  wool,  of  the  rest  of  the  parish,  eii^cept,  to  use  t^e  lap- 
gua^e  of.the  terriers,  wh^re.t^ey  <^re  covered  b^  moduses, 
the  ..vicar  has  by  his  bjll  dem^^nded  ajU  §maU  tithes,  wi^t 
,the  exception  of  lan^bs  and  ^ool.  Xhe  193.i|qres  ^eld.by 
Wqgaiaff  are  ^verred  to  be  pai^t  of  an  ancient  farm 
called  Bilby.  The  rest  of  it  is  occupied  by  two  per- 
sons not  parties.  He  avers  that  BUby  is  an  ancient 
^fim^n,  that  ,a  modus  of  4«.  has  always  been  paid  to  the 
jiriqi^r  for  it.  £[e  describes  tl^e  farm  in  the  schedule  to 
.his  answer,  annexes  to  his  answer  ^  map  of  it,  and  lib^plgfi 
is,  tl^at  this  ^odus.covers  all  ^mall  tithes,, ei^c^pt  corn  and 
grfun  payable  at  Lady-day.  There  is  prob,^})ly  some  na^- 
take  in  the  expression  of  the  plea,  though  , not  a  m{it^ri§l 
one.  The  vicarial  tithes  are  the  small  tithes,  except- 
ing wool  and  lambs,  and,  as  I  understand  the  bill,  no 
m<\re  is  de^i^n^ed  s^i  ^  Wag^^iaff.  The  terms  of  his  plea 
c^ver ,m9Te  ^than  is  dem^i^ed  of  him.    I  apprehendi ,  that 
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1830.  tbis  wul  form  no  objection  to  tbe  plea^  if  tbe  evidence  sup« 
port  it  to  the  extent  of  the  demand  made  on  him.  The  eri- 
dence  in  support  of  the  modus  consists^  as  usualj  of  testi- 
mony respecting  the  boundaries  of  the  lands  the  modus  is 
averred  to  cover j  and  of  the  fact  of  payment  The  last  of 
thescj  viz.  the  fact  of  payment,  is  proved  either  by  wit- 
nesses incompetent  in  consequence  of  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion, or  in  the  same  manner  as  the  modus  of  9««  4if.  for 
Great  Hodsoci,  that  is,  by  the  terriers  and  receipts. 
The  terriers  in  support  of  the  Bilby  modus  are  guite  as 
strong  as  respecting  the  Great  Hodsock  modus;  from  the 
first  to  tbe  last,  that  is,  from  1714  down  to  1809,  they  ex- 
pressly mention  the  Bilby  modus,  and  wherever  the  amount 
is  stated,  (which  it  is  in  all  but  one),  it  is  put  at  4«.  The 
receipts  respecting  this  farm  have  not  been  preserved 
with  the  same  care  as  those  which  relate  to  Great  Hodsock^ 
the  modus  for  which  was  paid  by  Mr.  Mettish,  a  gentleman 
of  education,  and  owner  of  the  estate.  Two  receipts  on- 
ly are  produced,  one  signed  by  Josiah  MUU,  who  is 
in  the  admissions  stated  to  be  tithe-bailiff  to  the  vican 
This  was  given  in  1809.  The  other  was  signed  by 
Joshua  Robinsofh  stated  also  in  the  admissions,  and 
proved  to  be,  tithe-bailiff  to  the  vicar.  They  are  in  these 
words — 

**  Received  April  7th,  1809,  of  Mr,  Allison,  the  sum  of 

four  shillings  for  modus  tythe,  one  shilling  and  twopence 

for  sacramental  dues,  due  Lady-day ,  1808;  likewise  fimr 

shillings  for  modus  tythe,  one  shilling  and  twopence  for 

sacramental  dues,  due  Lady-day,  1809,  for  the  Rev,  JRo* 

bert  Priichard,  of  Blyth. 

Joshua  MOUr 

''  May  Snd,  1810,  Received  oi  Joseph  Allison,  of  Bil- 
by,  one  year's  modus,  due  to  the  Reverend  Robert  PHt- 
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ciardf  at  Easier  htat,  four  shillingSi  also  one  shilling  and 
twopence  for  sacramental  offerings. 

5s.  24L  (Signed)    Joshua  Robinson.** 

These  payments  were  made  by  Mr*  Allison,  who,  it  suf- 
ficiently appears^  was  the  father  and  predecessor  of  Mr. 
Allison  now  in  possession  of  another  large  farm  in  Bilby; 
and  therefore  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  presume^  that,  in 
pursuance  of  what  appears  in  the  terriers  and  the  receipts 
themselves,  they  were  made  for  Bilby.  The  present  Mr. 
Allison  and  hb  father  were  the  occupiers  of  by  far  the 
largest  fiirm  in  the  district  of  Bilby, 

There  is  also  in  this  case  that  same  evidence  of  non- 
render  of  tithes  in  kind  which  is  always  given  in  these 
cases,  and  there  is  not  even  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the^ 
Ticar  to  prove  the  render  of  any  tithes  in  kind,  or  of  an^ 
other  payment,  save  the  alleged  modus.  The  fact  ft 
payment  is  confirmed  by  the  receipt  books  produced  An 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  evidence,  and  proved  to  hAve 
been  kept  by  Robinson,  the  vicar's  tithe  collector.  |  In 
these  books,  under  the  head  of  Bartiby  Moor,  in  wKich 
township  Bilby  is  situated,  credit  is  given  by  Mr  Jo^h 
Allison  for  the  precise  sum  of  5s*  2d.,  which,  by  the  re- 
ceipts, appears  to  be  composed  of  4fS.  for  the  modus,  and 
Is.  2d.  for  sacramental  offerings.  So  much  for  the  actual 
pajrment. 

The  other  point  is  the  boundaries.  They  are  stated  by 
the  defendant  Wagstaff  in  liis  answer  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  case  of  GrecU  Hodsock,  that  is,  by  a  description 
and  by  a  map.  They  are  quite  sufficiently  distinct,  and 
are  proved  by  a  greater  number  of  witnesses,  and  without 
being  exposed  to  the  same  objections  as  Great  Hodsock^ 
The  names  of  the  witnesses  are  Hickson,  Forster,  Horn" 
castle  (that  defendant  has  no  interest,  in  this  question), 
Ostler,  Eddison,  and  Gabbstas.  Some  of  the  same  per- 
sons also  prove  the  accuracy  of  the  map. 
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Xhefe  pointa  majceopt  the  cUifence^  or,  jpolh^  f«^ST4?» 
establish  the  modus  for  Bilbp,  in  tbjs  township  of  Barnpff 

My  opinion  therefore  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  in 
prpvpg  hvs  right  to  the  gi:e^t  tithes  qf  the. lands,  amount- 
in^  to  77  ^crps,  in  the  ppssesaiop  of  Wood^  and  ca^ed  h^ 
}pLyaifiQd9Qck  ]\(ifl  Clones  tbat,he  has  also  failed  in  proving 
his  ri^ht  to  th.e  ^reat  tithes  pf  ^ny  lands  called  Butler* s 
Carr  ;^tlyit  tljije  defenc^aptshavj^  ^^flScjently  established  tbp 
modus  of  9«.  4td*  for  Chreat  HodfocJdM^  the  modus  of  ia. 
,{ox  fiilpy^Xp  prey.^pt  t^ny  i^e^ree^p^ssing  against  them  -for 
the  tithes  in  kind  of  those  di^trict^^  until  the  vicar  @hall 
ha;Ye  ^e^tjahljab^ed  hjs  tit^e.to  tb.e  tithes  by  tlje  yerdict  of  a 
Jury; — tl^t  ,t^e  yicar  |s  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  sma|I 
tithes  of  the  fanps  of  JVfrs.  Chambers  and  Ilorncastle, 
which  ^re  ip^tbe  township.  of/Tocboc^,  .without  being  ^i  th^ 
district  pf  Great  J^odsockf  that  is,  for  the  closes  caUe^ 
Jn  t;he  map  Hotfsocfi  Mill  Clo^e,  fiutler's  Caxr,  an^ 
WiUop's  Closfii  whichi  by  the  acts  of  the  defendant*  o^ 
their  predecessors,  have  been  laid  together  and  con- 
founded. 

*  a* 

•  •  t 

The  plaintiff  will  consider  whether  he  will  ,reque^t  ^ 
i^sy^e  on  the  two  moduses  for  Gre(it  Hodsoch  and  JBUbjft 
If  he  declines  it.  his  bill  must  be  dismissed  .with  costs. 

The  bill^  at  all  events,  must  be  dismissed  as  to  the  whole 
claim  for  great  tithes.  The  defendants  Chambers  anfl 
Iforncastle  mui^t  account  for  jtU  spall  tithes  of  t^e  lands 
before  stated^  except  lambs  and  .wooI»  with  costs. 


.^>z- 
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RwoD  t>.  Chauvuut  and  Otl)«n.  ^^  ^\  "• 

¥  ICAR'S  bill  by  the  same  plaintiff  as  in  the  last  case       ^"^"^  i^- 
against  several  occupiers  for  an  account  of  tithes,  and  for  anu  who  had 

The  defendants  pleaded  farm  moduses.  in  lieu  of  the  *"  ^*"  ®^  ^ 

tithe*  of  their 

tithes  of  their  several  farms  and  lands.  They  also  plead-  retpectiTefiiniia, 
ed  two  several  parochial  moduses,  one  of  1  idL  for  a  milch  ri^^of  terrienT 
cow,  and  the  other  of  Irf.  for  every  barren  cow,  in  lieu  of  *"/*▼»«'*•'«• 

*  ^  ^        ^  .'  ceiptiythe  pay- 

the  tithe  of  the  milk  and  agistment  of  every  such  cow.  ment  and  ac- 
They  likewise  pleaded  a  modus  of  2cf.,  for  every  ancient  about  a  century 
garden  not  forming  part  of  an  ancient  farm,  in  lieu  of  the  5jjJ[i  ^im  ai!^ 
tithes  of  every  such  garden.  i«««<*  *»y  «*>•« 

*  to  lie  moduaeSf 

Evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides:  it  will  be  insatbfaciionof 
found  at  length  in  the  judgment.  tand*,'!S3i^in 

the  terrien  and 
receipt*  by  the 

Mr.  JerviSi  and  Mr.  Boteter^  for  the  plaintiff.  mum  names  as 

the  futia  of  the 
defendants;  and 

Mr.  Stmpkinson,  and  Mr.  Spence,  for  the  defendants.      tiih«7J«;J*' 

had  never  beta 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued,  that  admitting,  as  the  ed  for  such 
plaintiff  did,  that  formerly  there  were  169  acres  of  lands  JStodMunS* 
within  the  parish  covered  by  a  modus,  yet  the  defendants  ^^^ns  by  thew 

•  ,  1  1     r    i»  answew,  nor  by 

did  not,  by  any  evidence,  make  out  their  farms  to  be  parts  cTidence,  dia- 

of  those  lands;  but,  on  the  contrary,  their  lands  contained  edandesu- 

altogether  upwards  of  270  acres,  which  shewed  an  attempt,  ^^p^lries  f 

onthe  part  of  the  defendants,  to  extend  the  quantity  of  the  their  respectiTe 

lands.    That,  as  to  the  parochial  moduses,  the  modus  of  that  the  defence 

IdL  for  a  Wren  <?)W  WM  clearly  .bud.  ^Z^. 

For  the  defendants  it  was  contended,  th^t  the.evidence  ed.  But,  hide- 

•      •  .  •       .  i»  .  creeing  an 

shewed  the  antiquity  and  the  identity  of  their  £urms.   account  of  the 
Thfit  a^qng  §eries  of  ^rriers  and  repe;j)ts,  signed  by  the  coiutexp«Miy 

directed,  that 
the  decree 
should  be  with- 
out prtjudice  to  the  defendants'  malting  use  of  the  same  defence  at  a  futare  time,  in  case,  on  further 
inquiry,  they  should  be  able  to  distinguish  the  actual  bouiidarijes  of  their  farms. 
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1831.  vicar  and  his  agent,  shewed  an  admission  on  the  part  of  the 
vicar  of  the  existence  of  the  moduses.  That  there  was  evi- 
dence of  the  payment  of  the  moduses  from  1796,  and  no 
evidence  of  payment  of  tithes  in  kind,  nor  of  any  claim  td 
tithes  in  kind.  That  the  plaintiff  admitting  that  some  of 
the  lands  were  lands  protected  by  the  modusesi  the  Court 
woidd  direct  some  means  to  be  taken  for  distinguishing 
the  lands  actually  covered  by  the  modus.  The  following 
cases  were  cited  for  the  defendants :  Kent  v.  Webb{d)f  Tay^ 
lor  V.  Walker  {b).  Anonymous^  1  Venir*  {c),  Bailey  v.  Seuh 
ell{d),  Ord  v.  Clarke  (e),  Brock  v.  Richardson  (/),  and 
Gregory  v.  HiU{g). 

For  the  plain  tiff,  in  reply,  it  was  insisted,  that  if  the 
defendants  were  themselves  unable  to  distingubh  the 
lands,  they  stood  in  the  situation  of  persons  who  had  wil- 
fully removed  boundary  stones,  and  must  take  the  conse- 
quences. That  in  Kent  v.  Webb^  the  cause  appeared  to 
have  been  made  by  consent,  and  the  case  had  frequently 
been  questioned.  That  the  course  taken  in  Bailey  v.  SeweU 
was  according  to  every  day's  practice.  That  Wood  v. 
Wray  {h)  directly  applied  to  the  present  case.  That  the 
lands  were  not  stated  by  the  defendants  with  such  pre- 
cision, as  would  enable  the  Sheriff  to  deliver  possession  of 
them.  The  following  cases  were  also  cited  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  vi».  GilUbrand  v.  Scotson{i)f  Markhamy. 
Smyihe  {Jc\  and  Gardner  v.  Lyddon  {I). 


{a)  1  Wood,  79;  1  E.  &  Y.  464.  (g)  Cro.  Eliz.  631 . 

(M  Bunb.  267 1  2  E.  &  Y.  22.  (h)  3  Anstr.  838;  2  E.  &  Y. 

(c)  Page  d2{  1  £.  &  Y.  480.  436. 

{d)  1  Ross.  239.  (i)  4  Price,  267;  1  Wils.ExcL 

(e)  3  Anstr.  633;  2  E.  &  Y.  113;  Dan.  27;  3E.  &  Y.  839. 

424.  (k)  11  Price,  126;  3  £.  &  Y. 

(/•)  1  T.  R.427;  2  E.  &  Y.  1071. 

363.  (/}3Y.  &J.389. 
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Alexandbr,  L.  C.  B* — ^This  is  a  bill  brought  by  the         1831. 
vicar  of  the  parish  of  Blythe^  a  very  extensive  parish  i 
consisting  of  many  townships,  and  among  others  the  town- 
ship of  BlyihCi  (^he  same  name  as  the  parish),  and  of  the 
township  of  Hodsock. 

The  defendant.  Champion,  occupies  lands  in  the  town* 
ship  of  Blythe,  and  also  in  the  township  of  Hodsock.  The 
defendant  Henry  Walker  was  introduced  into  the  suit 
by  araendmenti  and  occupies  some  lands  consisting  of  cer« 
tain  tofts  or  crofts  in  the  township  of  Blythe. 

The  plaintiff  appears  to  be  entitled  to  all  tithes,  both 
great  and  small,  of  certain  lands  specified  in  the  pleadings, 
within  the  township  of  Blythe,  and  to  all  small  tithes 
within  the  rest  of  the  township.  The  controversy  in  the 
cause  respects  certain  moduses  set  up  by  the  defendants 
in  answer  to  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  the  fair  result  of  the  pleadings  is,  that  the  title  of  the 
jJaintiff  to  the  tithes  in  question  is  admitted,  except  so  far 
as  it  is  controverted  by  the  assertion  of  the  moduses  stat- 
ed; these  moduses  are  as  follow:  6s.  for  certain  lands 
called  the  abbey  lands;  7«.  6d.  for  certain  lands  called 
the  HiJme  Ground;  5s.  for  certain  tofts  called  Cliftonsj 
£/.  for  certain  lands  called  Spittle;  one  half  of  which  pay- 
ment (vix.  \L)i  is  averred  to  be  due  at  Lady-day,  and  the 
other  half  r^*  ^l*J»  to  be  due  at  Michaelmas. 

These  moduses  are  pleaded  in  satisfaction  of  all  tithes 
payable  to  the  vicar,  arising  upon  the  lands  they  are  aver- 
red to  cover ;  therefore,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  accu- 
rately what  these  tithes  are,  until  the  questions  respecting 
them  shall  be  disposed  of.  These  moduses  are  in  the  na- 
ture of  farm  or  district  moduses,  and  consequently  the 
occupiers  have  thrown  upon  them  the  usual  burden  of  evi- 
dence, that  is,  to  shew  with  reasonable  precision  the  de- 
scription and  boundaries  of  the  lands  said  to  be  covered, 
and  the  fact,  that  for  these  lands  the  respective  sums  have 
been  severally  paid,  so  as  to  establish  the  prescription  on 
which  they  rely. 
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1831.  There  has  been  very  lately  decided  in  this  Courts  a 

Rupo        cause,  tinder  the  nanie  of  Rudd  ▼•  Wright,  which  waK  ar- 
vl  gaed  at  great  length,  and  occupied  much  time,  in  which' 

Champion*  •  ^  . 

the  pkintifr  was  the  same  as  in  this  case;' the  nature  <>f 
the  qnestionBy  and  the  evidence,  bear  a  strong  analogy  to' 
tke  present  ease;  aild  if  it  w\elre  certaifi  that  HibMt  paWfed' 
upon  that  occasion  were  distinctly  in  the  recollection  df 
the  gentlemen  to  whom  I  am  addressing  myself,  it  might 
very  much  shorten  the  present  discussion;  but  a^  T  am 
not  quite  certain  that  it  is  remembered,  I  think  it  necessa- 
ry shortly  to  advert  to  the  leading  (eatiures  of  the  present 
Gttuse.  '[the  proof  that  moduses  have  been  paid  for  c^r- 
Uim  lands,  of  the  names  which  the  landir  in  the  pbdseslldon 
of  the  defendants  in  the  present  cause  bear,  is' exactly  of^ 
the  same  character  and  description  as  was  given  in  the' 
former  case,  namely,  terriers  and  receipts  of  the  fonneir 
vicar,  or  their  agents. 

The  ptaiii  tiff  became  incumberitin  th^  year  lSl\i)  up  to 
that  time  it  is  to  be  inferred,  that  these  payments  wens 're- 
ceived without  question.  The  plaintiff  appears,  at  the 
time  of  commencing  his  iricunlbtocy,  td  h^v^  resolved  to 
ascertain  what  His  legal  rights  were,  and  se^ms;  as  fitr  as 
I  am  able  to  ascertain,  to  have  declined  accepting  these 
customary  payments^  All  the  evidlenc6,  thfefefor^,  of  tlie^ 
render  of  these  money' payments  sWpc^  at  that  petibA,  but' 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  tithes  in  kind  were  ever  ren- 
dered. 

Tlie  terriers  are  the  same  that  were  pi'oduced'  iil'  the* 
cause  of  Rudd  v.  Wright,  arid  afford  nearly  the  same' 
evidence  of  these  payments,  as  they  did  of  the  payments' 
in  that  cause.  The  terriers  begin  in  1714,  and  end  in  1809^ 
and  are  ten  in  number.  It  will  b^  recollected,  that  the' 
farm  moduses  in  question  regard,  Jlrst,  the  abbey  hinds;' 
secondly,ihe  Holme  ground;  thirdly,  certain  tdfls  jiut'cha?-' 
ed  by  Mr.  MeUish  of  Sir  WitUam  Clifton;  MAfomhfy, 
the  Spittle. 


RUDD 
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Tire  first  df  thfe  tiSrrierrf,  naihfely,  the  l^rrifer  oF  tlU; 
sr^ed'  by  tSie  vicar,  churdbwitdmifi;,  ^nd  c^i^'ain  ]^klib1i- 
ioners,  faa^  ]^asfsages  to  the  fol!6witig  eflfect,  ninterial  tb  tb^'        *' v^ 
jkreseiit  qiidAibii:   "Tithe  Bay  ^iid'  in  dry  cock'  6i\vt    ^«^''"^''- 
meadowis  about  tbb'  tbwti,  tb6  libbby  mdadoWs  exdepted.'* 
It  dien  proceeds  to  state,  tbat  a  niottns  is  paid  for  VailoCis 
premises,  some  of  which  are  not  liow  iii  qucflslibn;  but' 
among  theih  are  enumerated'  ''the  Spittle^  the  abb^y 
meadows,  fofis  purchased-  by  M^.'  MellUh  of  Sit'  Wiltili^ 
tl^fton,  and  tfili  jkolme.''   There  is  Ho  mention  of  the  suW 
pud,  nor  ot  any  other  chrcumstanc^  respecting  the  m6- 
dtises. 

The  second  tettiet,  viYiith  is  of  the  year  17^,  ihbiitSoi^s 
l!hat  there  is  due  td  the  vickr,  '*  Eatiefr  dui^s,  ^iirpficfj  fi^e'sV 
wool  and  lambs,  in  the  toi^h  of  Al^ihe^  titbit  hay  oW  6i 
mcadWs  tiierifc,  and  dtbe  6t  toAs,  with  all  minute  Cithtis' 
^rougbbot  (he  parishl**  It  then  proceed's  to  state,  thafSif 
Robert  Chifion  plays  a  mddiis  f6r  thig  Sfrittli,  Holme,  ah(¥ 
various  other  premised-  not  n6w  iii  ques^on.  It  may  b& 
observM,'  thalJ  this  terrier,  in  m^Ationuig^  th^  tStbe  ha/ 
of  (he  meadows  in  the  tov^n  of  Blytie,  doed  not,  Ar 
d>e  former  terrier  did,  except  th6  abbey  meadows  y  andf 
thiat,  Kke  the  former  terrier,  it  mentions  no  specific  stmt'aV- 
fMiya^ble  tot  the  Settle  &hd  Holme. 

The  third  terrier,  dated  174S/  states,  that  thie  vidar  W 
entitled  to  '' potatob^,  hemp;Iihe,rafr6,  hops*,  and  all  Otheir 
vieatisd  tithes  thrbu^6ut  tbe  whole  parish,  Except  f^here' 
tbe  lildds  ate  under  a  modus ;"  and,  in  a  subsequent  jiBsfi/ 
under  die  head  "  Lefdy-day/'  among  the  enui^eratibns' 
are  the  following :  '*  Edward  MellisJi,  Esq.,  for  the  abbey 
and  abbey  lAnds,  6s. ;  tofts,  bought  of  Sir  William  Ci\f^ 
ton,  5s.  'f  Holme  ground,  Ts.  6tf. ;  SpHtie,  and  its  appurte- 
nances, 1/.:  then  follow  the  words  "  Michaelmas  Obi&pbsi^: 
ttons/  and  among  tbem^  *'  Edward  Mellish,  Eftiqf.,  tot 
Spittle  md  its  ^ppiftrfenances,  1//' 

The  next  terrier  is  of  1748.    It  states  that  ^*  tithe  pigs. 
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1831.  ducks^  geese,  fruit,  turnips,  potatoes,  hemp,  line,  rape, 
hops,  and  all  other  vicarial  tithes,  are  paid  throughout  the 
whole  parish,  except  where  the  lands  are  under  a  modus.** 
It  afterwards  states  in  these* words : — "  The  moduses  are  as 
follow,  Lady^day;'*  and  among  other  articles  are  these: 
**  Edward  Mellish,  Esq.,  for  the  ahbey  and  the  abbey 
lands,  6s.  f  tofts  bought  of  Sir  William  Cli/ion^  5s,; 
Hohne  ground,  Is*  6d.;  Spittle  and  its  appurtenances,  1/.'* 
It  then  contains  an  entry  headed  **  Michaelmas  composi- 
tions;" and  under  this,  among  others,  there  is  *'  Edward 
Mellishf  for  Spittle  and  its  appurtenances,  1/." 

The  next  terrier  is  dated  1759,  and  contains  the  same 
statement  that  all  vicarial  tithes  are  paid  throughout  the 
parish,  except  where  the  lands  are  under  a  modus;  then 
under  the  moduses  mentions  the  abbey  and  abbey  lands, 
6s. ;  tofts  bought  of  Sir  William  Clifton^  5s. ;  the  Holme 
ground,  7s.6d.;  Spittle  and  its  appurtenances,  1/.;  and 
under  Michaelmas,  calling  it  a  composition,  mentions 
again  Spittle,  II.  It  cannot  be  useful  to  state  the  re- 
maining terriers,  they  are  six.  One  of  1764,  one  of  1770, 
one  of  1777,  one  of  1781,  one  of  1786,  and  the  last  of 
1809.  They  are  all  in  substance  the  same  as  those  I  have 
stated.  They  all  mention  that  the  vicarial  tithes  are  paid 
throughout  the  whole  parish,  except  where  the  lands  are 
under  a  modus.  They  all  mention,  among  the  money  pay- 
ments, the  same  sums  which  I  have  already  repeatedly 
stated,  and  for  the  same  identical  premises,  by  the  same 
descriptions;  the  only  change  appearing  in  these. terriers 
is,  that  instead  of  being  called  "  Lady-day  moduses,"  as 
they  have  been  in  the  former  terriers,*  they  are  called 
*^  Zfad^y-c/ay compositions;"  but,  as  I  have  stated,  the  pre- 
mises and  payments  are  identically  the  same.  The  same 
payments  in  fact  are  established  by  another .  species  of 
evidence,  equally  authentic  and  satisfactory,  namely,,  a 
number  of  receipts;  they  commence  in  1694,  before  the 
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earliest  of  the  terriers,  and  are  continued  down  to  ISOS.  I^*^l* 
The  first  receipt  is  for  the  sum  of  1  /.  4^. ,  being  for  foiu*  years'  i^^, j^^ 
compositioni  as  it  is  called,  for  the  abbey  lands  by  the  ex-  ^: 

ecutrix  of  Mr.  Samuel  Turner,  then  deceased,  late  vicar  of 
Bfyihcg  that  is,  6s.  for  each  year,  6s,  being  the  modus  plead- 
ed. The  next  is  in  April,  1695,  by  William  Heron,  the  suc- 
ceeding vicar,  being  6^.  in  full  for  the  composition  of  the 
abbey  land,  and  5/.  for  the  composition  of  the  land  bought 
of  Sir  William  Clifton,  by  which  description  a  certain  farm 
seems  to  have  been  known.  There  is  then  a  long  interval 
during  which  no  receipt  appears.  The  first  that  appears  is 
in  174*6,  signed  by  Matthew  Tomlinson,  the  then  vicar;  this 
is  a  receipt  for  4/.  in  full  for  two  years'  modus,  as  it  is 
called,  for  the  Spittle  farm,  and  the  receipt  contains  a 
loose  description  of  the  farm.  It  will  be  remembered, 
that  the  modus  for  the  Spittle  is  2/.  /  one  1/.  payable  at 
Lady-ddy,  and  the  other  at  Michaelmas:  there  is  also  a 
receipt  for  Is.  6d.  for  a  year's  modus  for  the  Hdlme  lands, 
said  to  be  within  the  liberty  of  Hodsock,  and  also  a  re- 
ceipt for  6s.  for  a  year's  modus  for  the  abbey  lands,  and 
58.  for  a  year's  composition,  as  it  is  called,  for  cottages 
bought  of  Sir  W.  Clifton.  The  next  receipt,  in  point 
of  date,  is  in  the  year  1766,  and  is  to  the  same  effect; 
I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  proceed  further  in  minutely 
mentioning  the  detail  of  these  receipts,  and  think  it  suf- 
ficient to  say,  that  I  have  examined  them  with  all  the 
care  and  attention  in  my  power;  they  are  numerous, 
though  not  in  a  continued  series;  they  afford  no  evi- 
dence against  the  fact  of  these  payments  being  made, 
and  very .  satisfactory  evidence  that  they  were  made  for 
lands  passing  by  the  names  stated  in  the  answers.  It 
is  necessary,  however,  to  observe,  that  the  payments  are 
sometimes  called  moduses,  and  sometimes  compositions; 
that  the  several  items  of  which  the  gross  payments  were 
made  are  sometimes  detailed,  and  contain  the  articles  now 
in  question;  and  sometimes  the  receipt  is  given  for  a  gross 
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1B31.  sum,  amounting  either  exactly  or  nearly  to  the  sum  total 
RuDD  ^^  which  the  articles,  when  detailed,  are  computed;  and 
the  whole  affords  very  satisfactory  proof  that  the  sums 
now  in  question  were  paid  by  the  owners  or  occupiers, 
and  received  by  the  vicars,  or  those  who  represented 
them,  in  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  arising  from  lands 
known  by  the  names  now  mentioned  in  the  pleadings. 
So  far,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  defendants 
have  in  every  instance  performed  one  part  of  the  task  im** 
posed  upon  them,  that  of  proving  that  the  money-paymenta 
have  been  paid  and  accepted  for  a  great  number  of  years 
in  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  lands  called  by  certain 
names,  without  the  existence  of  any  evidence  whatever  that 
tithes  in  kind  were  ever  paid  for  such  lands.  There  re- 
mains, however,  another  question  equally  important  to  the 
defendants'  case,  that  is,  whether  the  defendants  have 
shewn  with  sufficient  distinctness  the  identity  of  the  lands. 
Without  this  being  sufficiently  done,  it  is  an  acknowledg-* 
ed  principle  that  such  a  defence  cannot  be  sustained. 

In  the  late  cause  of  RuM  v.  Wrighif  I  had  occasion  to 
state  my  opinion,  that,  when  an  ancient  money- pajrment  co- 
vered an  extensive  district  of  land,  it  ought  not,  in  justice, 
to  be  fatal  to  the  defence  of  such  a  modus,  tliat  some  doubt 
might  be  entertained  respecting  the  precise  boundaries  of 
the  district,  provided  the  greater  part  of  the  boundaries 
were  tolerably  certain,  and  the  lands  in  question  in  the  cause 
were  clearly  within  those  boundaries.  Although  I  was, 
and  am  still,  of  this  opinion,  it  is  not  the  less  true  that  the 
general  rule  requires  that  a  farm  or  district,  for  which  a 
modus  is  pleaded,  must  be  sufficiently  described. 

The  first  modus  in  the  present  case  to  which  I  shall  ad- 
vert, is  a  modus  of  6s,  for  the  lands  called  the  abbey  lands. 

Now,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  description  what* 
ever,  even  in  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  of  the  lands 
supposed  to  be  covered  by  this  payment;  still  less  is  there 
any  evidence  describing  and  establishing  such  boundaries, 
it  is  not  even  attempted ;  the  utmost  length  they  go,  is, 
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that  certain  lands  iti  the  occupation  of  the  defendants,  or  ^^^\ 
one  of  them,  are  parcel  of  the  abbey  lands:  it  is  dis-  j^^^,, 
tinctly  admitted,  that  so  many  alterations  have  been  made  ^' 

in  the  lapse  of  time,  without  due  attention  to  preserve  the 
memory  of  the  ancient  limits,  or  of  those  changesf  that  the 
subject  is  at  this  day,  to  a  great  extent,  entirely  inscrutable. 
I  cannot,  therefore,  in  this  cause,  sustain  the  defence  foi^ 
the  abbey  lands  founded  on  the  modus  of  6s.  I  think, 
at  the  same  tiipe,  that,  in  decreeing  an  account  of  the 
tithes  which  have  accrued  on  the  lands  in  the  occupation 
of  the  defendants,  called  the  abbey  lands,  I  should  take  care 
that  the  decree  does  not  prevent  the  defendants  avails 
ing  themselves  of  this  defence,  in  case  a  further  or  more 
laborious  inquiry  should  enable  them  to  comply  with  the 
conditions  required  of  defendants  relying  upon  a  defence 
of  this  nature. 

The  next  modus,  to  which  I  shall  refer,  is,  for  the  land 
called  the  Holme  ground,  for  which  7«.  (id,  is  paid;  and 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  case  of  the  Holme  ground,  and 
the  Spittte,  for  which  a  modus  of  2L  is  paid,  are  so  much 
alike,  and  concur  in  so  many  of  the  material  circumstances, 
that  there  will  be  no  danger  of  inaccuracy  in  treating  them 
together.  I  have  already  stated,  that  the  money  payments 
made  for  lands  bearing  these  names  is  proved  by  the  ter- 
riers for  the  whole  of  the  last  century  up  to  the  present 
time;  by  a  great  number  of  receipts ;  and  by  the  total  want 
of  evidence  of  any  render  of  the  tithes  in  kind  for  the 
lands  so  described  and  named.  The  identity  and  dc'^ 
scription  of  the  lands  are  proved  by  a  map  and  by  parol 
testimony ;  the  map  is  not,  as  in  the  last  case  of  Rudd 
T.  Wright^  annexed  to  the  answer  of  the  defendants, 
but  is  deposited  with  the  clerk  in  court  for  the  inspection 
of  the  plaintiff.  Several  witnesses  say  that  the  map  gives 
an  accurate  representation  of  the  land  known  by  the  names 
In  question.  In  addition  to  this  evidence,  one  witness, 
of  the  name  of  John  Horncastle^  in  both  cases  of  the 
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183J.  Holme  ground  and  the  Spittle^  describes  the  various 
RuDo  closes  of  which  the  farms  are  composed*  Other  wit- 
nessesi  of  the  names  of  Hickson,  Edward  Nettleship^ 
Geo ''ge  Foster,  and  Thomas  Netileship,  give  the  same  evi- 
dence,  ^spme  more  and  some  less  fully.  I  am  of  opinion, 
with  respect  to  the  Holme  ground  and  the  Spittie,  that 
the  description  and  the  identity  of  the  lands  are  suf- 
ficiently made  out  to  prevent  any  decree  passing  against 
the  defendants,  unless  the  plaintiff  should  succeed  against 
them  upon  the  trial  of  issues  upon  these  moduses. 

There  is  another  farm  modus  pleaded,  namely,  5s.  for 
certain  tofts  and  crofts,  called  CU/ion*s.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence respecting  these  lands  to  support  this  plea,  and  it 
is,  I  conceive,  abandoned.  It  was  so,  I  think,  in  the  argu-. 
ment. 

Besides  these  farm  or  district  moduses,  two  parochial 
moduses  are  set  up  by  the  defendants.  The  first  is  three 
halfpence  for  every  cow,  in  lieu  of  the  tithe  of  milk;  the 
other,  one  penny  for  the  agistment  of  every  barren  cow. 
Both  of  these  are  properly  pleaded.  It  was  admitted  in 
the  argument,  that  the  milk  modus  was  fully  proved,  and 
so,  I  think,  it  is.  It  was  contended,  that  the  proof  was 
defective  as  to  the  modus  for  the  barren  cow.  I  can  dis- 
cover no  material  difference  between  them.  The  same  wit- 
nesses that  prove  the  one  prove  the  other,  and  in  the  same 
^  way.  They  are  proved  both  as  to  the  fact  of  payment  and 
reputation.  The  parol  testimony  in  support  of  either  is 
not  so  extensive  as  upon  such  a  subject  it  usually  is.  But 
it  is  sufficient,  being  entirely  unopposed.  Its  deficiency  is 
also  amply  supplied  by  the  terriers.  Every  terrier,  from 
the  year  1743,  being  nine  in  number,  all  duly  signed,  men- 
tions specifically  these  moduses.  There  is  no  specific 
mention  of  either  in  any  of  the  receipts  which  have  been 
made  evidence  in  the  cause,  but  there  are  frequently  gross 
sums,  the  items  composing  which  do  not  appear.  Upon 
the  whole,  I  think,  these  parochial  moduses  are  sufficient- 
ly established;  both  the  milk  modus  of  lid*  for  a  cow, 


COURT  OF  £XCUEQU£R.  183 

idiicli  I  understood  to  be  conceded  by  the  plaintiff's  coun-  1^1  • 
sely  and  the  modus  of  Id.  for  the  agistment  of  a  barren  i^^^^ 
cow.  ^     *• 

.  Chaupjox. 

I  think  that  the  defendants  have  established  their  de- 
fence for  the  Holme  ground,  and  for  the  Spittle^  to  prevent 
any  account  going  against  them  in  this  suit,  unless  the 
plaintiff  shall  establish  his  title  to  the  tithes  he  claims  in 
those  lands. 

I  think  the  defendants  have  failed  as  to  the  abbey  lands 
and  as  to  the  CUfton  tofts  and  crofts. 

I  think  the  defendants  have  shewn  that  the  plaintiff 
has  no  right  to  an  account  of  tithe  milk,  nor  of  the  tithe  of 
agistment  of  barren  cows. 

Minutes  of  Decree. — Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  the  tithes  demanded  by  the  bill,  ex- 
cept the  tithes  of  the  Holme  ground  and  the  SpiU 
tie,  and  the  tithes  of  milk,  and  of  the  agistment  of 
*  barren  cows;  but  without  prejudice  to  the  defend- 
ants insisting,  in  another  suit,  on  the  same  modus 
as  to  the  abbey  lands.  And  it  being  stated,  that 
certain  sums  have  been  paid  by  the  defendant 
Champion  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  tithes,  let  the 
Master  inquire  what  has  been  repaid,  and  make  to 
the  said  defendant  such  allowance  in  respect  there- 
of as  shall  appear  to  be  just;  and  let  the  plaintiff,  . 
before  the  last  day  of  this  Hilary  Term,  elect  whe- 
ther he  will  try  the  validity  of  the  modus' of  7«.  6d. 
for  the  said  Holme  ground,  and  the  5s,  for  the  Spit- 
tie,  or  either  of  them,  in  an  issue ;  and  if  he  shall  so 
elect  to  try  both,  or  either,  let  the  Master  settle 
such  issue,  in  case  the  parties  differ  about  the  same; 
and  let  the  defendant  in  this  Court  be  plaintiff  in 
such  issue  or  issues,  and  the  plaintiff  in  this  Court 
the  defendant;  and  let  the  parties  proceed  to  try 
the  same  at  the  next  Summer  Assizes  for  the  coun- 
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ty  of  York;^  and,  in  that  case>  reserve  the  account 
of  the  tithes  of  such  lands^  and  the  costs,  till  after 
such  trial;  but  if  the  plaintiff  shall  not  signify  his 
election  before  the  time  aforesaid,  let  his  bill  be 
dbmissed,  so  far  as  it  seeks  any  account  of  the  tithes 
in  kind  of  the  Holme  ground  and  the  Spittle ,  with 
costs  to  be  taxed. 

Bill  dismissed  as  to  milk,  and  as  to  agistment  qi 
barren  cows,  with  costs  to  be  taxed.  The  defend- 
ants  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  rest  of 
the  cause  up  to  the  present  time,  which  are  to  be 
taxed  accordingly. 

Reserve  futher  directions,  and  all  future  costs-. 
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JVw.  3rrf  4^A.  ^*^^  ^^-  Ro»EET  GiBSON,  Clerk,  Plaintiff; 

1831.  John  Peacock,  John  Gilloe  (deceased),  James  Mars- 
ding,  John  Dodson,  James  Park,  and  Edmund  Jack- 
son, Defendants. 

Bill  by  the  vicar  of  Bollon^e-Sands,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster^  against  the  defendants  Gilloe^  Pecu:ocky  and 
Marsding^  as  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  parish;  and 
against  the  defendants  Dodson^  Park,  and  ^  Jackson,  as 


Where  an  en- 
dowment gaTe 
to  the  vicar  the 
tithes  of  flax  and 
hemp,  millt, 
dairies,  calves, 
and  colts,  pigs» 

and  kids,  geese,  Icdsecs  of  the  rcctory  ofBolton-le-Sands*     By  his  bill,  the 

hens,  eggs,  hees, 

and  gardens, 

and  other  small  matters,  belonging  to  the  alurage  of  the  church  and  chapel; — Held,  there  being 

no  usage  to  the  contrary,  that  these  words  would  carry  all  small  tithes. 

Terriers,  in  stating  the  rights  of  the  vicar,  contained  the  following  entry,  "  Item,  small  tithes,  as 
hemp,  Jlax,  geese,  and  ducks .«" — Held,  tliat  they  afforded  strong  evidence  that  the  endowment  carried 
all  small  tithes,  and  that  the  true  construction  of  the  terriers  was,  that  it  was  intended  by  them  to 
state,  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  small  tithes,  as,  for  example,  hemp,  flax,  geese,  and  ducks. 

A  district  modus  of  4«.  for  hay  and  agistment  was  pleaded  as  payable  by  the  owners  or  occu- 
piers of  lands  within  that  district,  but  It  was  also  stated  by  the  answer,  and  proved  by  the  evidence, 
that  the  modus  had  uniformly  been  paid  by  the  owner  and  occupiers  of  two  closes  within  the  dis- 
trict:— Held,  that  as  a  modus  must  be  paid  and  payable  by  those  whom  it  protects,  this  circum- 
stance would  be  fiital  to  the  modus,  unless  explained,  which  it  was  in  the  present  case,  by  the  fact 
of  two  closes  being  proved  to  have  been  allotted  to  particular  individuals  in  fee,  on  condition  of 
their  satisfying  the  modus. 

Where  a  modus  was  pleaded  as  covering  tithe  of  hay  and  a^tment,  and  many  receipts  for  the 
modus  were  produced,  in  some  of  which  it  was  stated  to  be  paid  in  lieu  of  tithe  hay,  and  in  others, 
in  lieu  of  tithe  bay  andjoistige;  and  there  was  parol  evidenca  of  reputation,  that  the  payment 
covered  both  hay  and  agistment,  the  Court  would  not  decree  an  account  of  the  tithe  of  agistment, 
but  left  the  vicar  to  an  issue. 
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vicar  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  all  and  all  manner  of  small         1B31 
tithes  whatsoever,  and  particularly  the  broken  tithes  of       gibkon 

wool  and  lambs,  and  the  tithes  in  kind  of  hemp,  flax,  tur*  v- 

Peacock. 

nips,  potatoes,  cabbages,  carrots,  clover,  clover  seed,  tares, 
and  agistment  of  barren  and  unprofitable  cattle.  /  .^^v 

The  bill  stated  the  occupation  by  the  defendants  OiUoe  ^     •*'/    *^  j#^*' "! 
and  Peacock  of  lands  in  the  township  of  Slyne  with  Hesi'^'^^/^  /*^'  /  ?^ 

and  by  the  defendant  Marsding  of  lands  in  the  township  of  y  *  ^^  ^      > 

Bolton f  (both  townships  within  the  parish  of  BoUon-k^S^^^'  i^ 

■Sands)^  and  their  perception  of  titbeable  matters  of  the  de-  J^  /^^L^<'   y 
Bcription  claimed  by  the  plaintiff*    The  bill  suggested  ^   yy  //  ^  y 


pretence,  on  the  part  of  the  occupiers,  that  none  of  the  ^"'^      a  /^^  * 


/ 

tithes  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  were  payable  to  him,  but  to>2  ^f- 
the  defendants  DodsoH,  Park,  and  Jackson,  as  lessees  of 
the  impropriate  rectory;  and  that  the  lessees,  acting  in 
concert  with  the  occupiers,  accordingly  claimed  to  be  en- 
titled to  the  tithes;  which  claim,  however,  the  bill  charged 
to  be  without  foundation  or  existence.  The  bill  prayed  an 
account  of  the  tithes  of  potatoes,  turnips,  cabbages,  vetches 
<;ut  green,  and  other  matters,  commonly  called  small  tithes, 
JTom  the  1st  o(  January,  18S4.  And  also  an  account  of 
-the  agistment,  since  the  same  period,  of  sheep  not  produc- 
ing Iambs  or  wool,  and  of  barren  and  unprofitable  cows, 
calves,  horses,  oxen,  steers,  and  other  barren  and  unpro- 
fitable cattle,  and  satisfaction  for  the  same. 

The  defendants  QiUoe  and  Peacock,  by  their  joint  and 
eeveral  answer,  admitted  the  plaintiff's  title  as  vicar,  and 
that,  as  such  vicar,  he  was  entitled  to  all  and  all  manner  of 
small  tithes  whatsoever,  or  a  satisfaction  in  lieu  thereof, 
save  as  thereinafter  mentioned.  The  defendants  then  ad<- 
mitted  their  occupation  of  lands  in  the  said  township  of 
Slyne  with  Hest,  and  their  perception  of  several  of  the 
titbeable  articles,  the  tithes  of  which  were  claimed  by  the 
bill,  as  also  the  agistment  of  sheep  not  producing  woo)  or 
lambs,  and  other  unprofitable  cattle.  The  answer  alleged 
that  the  town  of  Slyne,  within  the  said  township  of  Slyne 
with  Hest,  was  a  vill,  town,  tithing,  hamlet,  or  district,  dis- 
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1831.  tinguisbed  by  well-known  boundaries.  That  the  tithes  of 
gubson  ^^y  and  agistment  in  and  throughout  the  said  town,  yill, 
Peacock  ^^^hing,  hamlet,  or  district,  belonged  to  the  impropriate 
rector  of  the  said  parish  of  Bolion^e-Sands.  And  that 
there  was  playable,  and  of  right  ought  to  be  paid,  to  the 
impropriate  rector  for  the  time  being,  by  the  owners  and 
X>ccupieriB  of  lands  within  the  said  vill,  town,  tithing,  ham* 
let,  or  district,  at  Christmas  in  every  year,  or  as  soon  after 
as  demanded,  4/s.,  as  a  modus  or  customary  payment  for 
and  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  hay  and  agist- 
ment, in  and  throughout  the  said  town,  vill,  tithing,  ham- 
let,  or  district  of  Slyne.  That  all  and  every  the  owners 
and  occupiers  of  farms  and  lands  within  the  said  town,  vill, 
tithing,  hamlet,  or  district,  for  the  time  being,  were  liable 
to  the  payment  of  the  said  modus  or  customary  payment, 
but  the  same  had,  for  many  years  past,  for  convenience 
sake,  and  by  an  arrangement  in  that  respect,  been  paid  on 
behalf  of  such  owners  and  occupiers  by  the  owner  and  oc- 
cupier, owners  and  occupiers,  for  the  time  being,  of  two 
pieces  of  ground  called  Rayneback  Ream,  and  the  Over- 
side of  Dale  Reane,  both  situate  within  the  said  town, 
vill,  tithing,  hamlet,  or  district  of  Slyne*  The  defend- 
ants alleged  that  the  whole  of  their  lands  were  with- 
in the  said  town,  vill,  tithing,  hamlet,  or  district  oF  Slyne, 
except  about  one  acre  and  one  rood  of  the  defendant 
Gilloe's  farm,  but  on  which  no  tithes  had  arisen  or  been 
produced.  The  answer  stated,  that  the  impropriate  rec^ 
tor  was  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  wool  and  lambs  within  the 
parish,  except  the  tithes  of  odd  fleeces  and  lambs,  under 
ten  in  number,  to  which  they  believed  the  vicar  to  be  enti- 
tled. The  defendants  then  alleged,  that  the  defendants, 
the  lessees,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  receive  the  tithes  of  all 
titheable  matters  and  things  which  had  not  hitherto  been 
usually  received  by  the  vicar  of  the  parish,  and,  among 
others,  the  tithes  of  turnips,  potatoes,  and  cabbages,  not 
grown  in  gardens ;  and  the  lessees  had  at  different  times 
given  notices  to  the  occupiers  of  such  their  claim,  and  that, 
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if  they  paid  such  tithes  to  the  vicar,  they  would  be  sum-  fPSI. 
moned,  by  the  lesseesi  before  the  magistrates  for  the 
recovery  thereof.  The  defendants  stated  their  belief  that 
the  tithes  of  turnips,  potatoes,  and  cabbages,  and  other 
articles  of  that  description,  not  grown  in  gardens,  had  not 
hitherto  been  paid  within  the  said  parish  to  any  person. 
.That,  during  the  period  of  his  incumbency,  the  defend- 
ants had  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  as  vicar,  or  satisfied  him  for 
the  tithes  of  odd  fleeces  and  lambs,,  and  the  other  small 
tithes  of  their  respective  farms  and  lands,  except  the  tithes 
of  potatoes,  turnips,  cabbages,  and  agistment,  but  which, 
under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  they  had  not  paid  or 
accounted  for. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  Marsding^  the  other  occu- 
pier, was  to  a  similar  effect,  except,  th&t  he  did  not  set  up 
any  district  modus  in  lieu  of  hay  and  agistment. 

The  defendants,  the  lessees,  by  their  answer,  disclaimed 
all  right  and  interest  to  and  in  the  tithes  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff^'s  bill. 

The  defendant  Gilfoe  died  some  time  after  putting  in  his 
answer,  and  the  suit  was  not  revived  against  his  represen- 
tatives, but  was  brought  to  a  hearing  against  the  other  de- 
fendants. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  of  the  defendants,  the  occupiers. 

The  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  consisted  of  the 
admissions  in  the  answer  of  the  defendants.  The  endowment 
of  the  vicarage,  dated  Srd  Julfff  1726,  by  Robert  de  Wood- 
huSf  Archdeacon  otJUchmond^  by  which,  after  appointing  a 
vicar,  the  archdeacon  endowed  the  vicarage  in  the  followr 
ing  terms:  **  We  toiUy  and  by  tenor  of  these  presents  shall 

exist f  and  do  give  to  him,  viz.  that  the  said  vicar  and  his 

successors  in  future  shall  have  for  their  habitation  the 

toft  with  the  croft  in  the  town  of  Bolton,  situate  near  the 
**  church  there,  which  Simon  de  Reeve  holds  of  us  and  our 
*^  church  aforesaid,  and  also  seven  acres  of  arable  land, 
*'  which  are  called  Gazeland,  and  one  acre  and  a  half  of 
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}  by  well'kiiown  boondaries.    That  the  tithes  of 
at  in  and  tfaroughoat  the  said  town,  viU, 
,  or  district,  beltmged  to  the  impropriate 
nxaar  of  the  said  parish  of  BoUon-U-Sandt.    And  that 
tbere  was  payable,  and  of  right  ought  to  be  paid,  to  the 
r  few  the  time  being,  by  the  owners  and 
a  of  buds  within  the  said  vill,  town,  tithing,  hem- 
let,  or  Jaikt,  at  CSuiaimaa  in  every  year,  or  as  soon  after 
•k  iciaded,  4*.,  as  a  niodns  or  customary  payment  for 
and  a  fien  aad  saria^ctiMi  of  the  tithes  of  hay  and  agist- 
■KM,  m  and  diroagfaoat  the  said  town,  Till,  tithing,  hatn- 
let,  or  district  of  Shfme.     That  all  and  every  the  owners 
«  and  lands  within  the  said  town,  vill, 
;,  or  district,  for  the  lime  beuig,  were  liable 
to  the  pavscnt  of  the  said  modus  or  costomary  payment, 
k«t  the  saaae  bad,  for  many  years  past,  for  convenience 
«fc«-.  and  by  an  arrangement  in  that  respect,  been  paid  on 
Muttfof  !4Mhown«v  and  occupiers  by  the  owner  and  oc< 
mpicT,  owners  and  occupiers,  for  the  time  being,  of  two 
)w«««  of  icnNiDd  called  Rajfueback  Rea»e,  and  the  Over- 
t»A</Dmit  Rrmme,  both  ^tuste  within  the  said  town, 
liil,  titlui^.  hamlet,  or  district  of  Slyne.    The  defentl- 
a«t»  jUk-c(d  that  the  whole  of  their  lands  were  with- 
in the  said  town,  rill,  tithing,  hamlet,  or  district  o^  Slyme, 
vxw)^   abtml  one  acre  and  one  rood  of  the  defendant 
(•*iUv«  &rw,  bnt  on  which  do  tithes  had  arisen  or  been 
P(\sKk««I.     The  answer  stated,  that  the  impropriate  ree- 
tv<ir  was  entiiM  to 
(idurwh,  ewfpt  the 
tv«t  IM  Mmber,  to  i 
tUt    'IV  tleiendi 
tS-  1ms*v».  cWsaed 
llttHMblr  Matt<rffs  w 
v.*.»l\>  »v\t4*»d  b; 
,ki*K-*-i,  tK*'  tithw  ol 
>;«v**»  IM  j;«n)ei»: 
4;«\\^  wv4K'v«to  the 
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monS,''br  r"!  ''"""  *"  ""  '■"'■  ""J  '°""  •»  ■»"■- 
■■ecoreij  thereof  """•'"''''"  "»  inagi,tr.te.  for  the 
•he  tithe,  of  ,    ■ .  ■'"f™''*"'"  'tated  theip  belief  tbat 

"»•«*.  of  ^..-j"":  !»'"'■»».  "nd  cbbage.,  and  other 
hitherto  b« 'LT"''/'™-  "»'  «'»'"  "  8"a».,  bed  not 
Th..,d„^;r'' ".""■'  ">«  "i"  P.™k  to  iu>,per.o„. 
»"'«l>.dn.id,„.r  ,  °""''  i»«™'>*l>=y.  thedefend- 
'he  tithe.  Ir^Vi  ^  ""'•"■  "  "■="■  °'  •"i^'J  >>i»  f<" 
«!rte,of  th,~  '*""  "''  '■■»'".  ""1  ">e  other  miril 

ofpotoloe.  „  "-PectiTe  far™.  .„d  u„d.,  ,  ,b^  ^tbe. 

-"i^rthTdrlj";  "'"'■«''■•  '-'•p.'™'-,  butwhieh, 
•cooootedfor  '"■  "'"'""■'■   '^^  "•■'»»'[»!■>  «• 

Pie^w.^J"°'^''"''"•'"««^•■«'«.""  ■"!•"»<«■. 
■»J  dte^?  '  ■;°^?'  f  "■•  ««P'.  "•••  be  did  not  «=,  „p 

•II  riiht  •.!!■  ""'  ""' ''™"''  ''»  "■""  ""'".  <li«l«i»=d 
PWo^P.^r  '  '°  "''  "   "■'  «'"-  "■'""i  >■>  'b' 

""wtr  "I'^at"  °"^ '"'"'  "-""  "■"'  '""  """i"*  "  b" 
t.ti.e.  'b„.        V°"  '"  °°'  """"J  »«"">'  bi.  repre^n- 
ftnd.n'h,.                     *""  •"  '  '■"""K  •«""«  ««  other  de. 
E"deiice  »„  ,„,^ ,  :_. ,. ...      .  . 
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1831.  ^^  meadow^  extending  themselves  from  the  headlands  of  the 
**  same  seven  acres  of  land  to  the  moor  there,  towards  the 
west,  together  with  common  of  pastures,  and  aU  liberties 
and  easements  to  the  said  toft  and  croft  appertaining  in 
**  anywise;  and,  likewise,  they  shall  have  and  receive  all 
**  the  mortmains  oft/ie  church  aforesaid,  likewise  the  qua^ 
*^  dragesimal  tithes  and  oblations  of  solemn  days,  mar* 
*^  ridges,  puri/ications,  and  burials  of  all  persons  decease 
^^  ing,  together  with  the  money  of  the  blessed  Peter,  (Peter 
^^  pence),  of  charity,  ^.,  and  likewise  the  tithes  of  Jlax, 
.^'  and  hemp,  mills,  dairies,  calves,  and  coUs,  pigs,  and  kids, 
"  geese,  hens,  eggs,  bees,  and  gardens,  and  other  small 
*^  matters  belonging  to  the  Parage  of  the  church  and  chapel 
'"  ajoresaid^ 

The  Valor  Ecclesiasticus,  26  Hen*  8,  which  translated 
was  to  the  following  eflfect: — "  Diocese  of  Chester,  Arch^ 
deaconry  of  Richmond,  rural  Deanery  of  Kendal  in  the 
county  of  Westmorland,  Bolton  vicarage  of  the  church, 
''  Rosser  Otway,  incumbent*  The  rectory  is  appropriated 
to  the  Archdeaconry  of  Richmond. 


»    * 


4€ 


£   s.'  d.    £   s.    d. 


-<t 


The  vicarage  aforesaid,  is  valued 

in  the  mansion,  with  the  glebe 

annexed  to  the  same,  by  year  10    0 

''  Tithes  of  wool  and  lamb     .-168 
''  Minute  and  privy  tithes,   obla- 

tions,  and  others,  to  wit,  in  the 

Easter  Book-        -        -        -    2  15    0 


4     1     8 


''In  the  whole        -        -£518 
"  Charges,  viz.  in  Synodals,  ^s.. 

Procurations,  4«.  8d.      -        -  0    6     8 


**  Atid  it  is  worth  clear .        .        -  4  15    0 


''  T/^  tenth  part  thereof  0    9    6 
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An  extract  from  the  Parliamentary  Survey,  in  IGSO,  to  1B31. 
the  following  effect: — ^^  TAere  bekmgeih  to  the  said  parish 
'^  church  ofBaukoUt  a  vicarage  house ^  and  seventeen  acres 
of  glebe  landt  ond  no  tithes  ofcom^  but  wool,  lambs,  pigs, 
geese,  hay,  hemp,  flax,  and  small  tithes,  throughout  the 
'*  whole  parish,  except  Over  Killett,  which  are  worth  about 
4fl.  per  annum,  and  that  tfte  whole  pro/its  ({f  the  said  vi^ 
carage  are  worth  about  20L  per  annum  to  the  vicar,  be^ 
^^  sides  which  the  present  incumbent  hath  an  augmentation 
of  an  100/.  per  annum/orth  of  the  said  impropriate  rec- 
tory, by  order  of  Goldsmiths'  Hall,  upon  Sir  

*^  Comptoti^s  composition,  paid  by  Mr^   Chamberlaine, 
"  agent  for  Sir  Henry  Compton" 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  occupiers,  were  given 
in  evidence — A  terrier,  dated  in  1681,  which  contained  the 
following  entry :  **  Item,  by  the  wool  and  lambs  under  ten, 
**  value  2L  tZs.  Item,  small  tithes,  as  hemp,  flax,  geese, 
^'  and  ducks.**  A  terrier,  dated  1701,  which  contained  the 
following  entry :  "  Item,  there  belong  to  the  vicar  aU  small 
"  tithes,  as  hemp,  flax,^  geese,  ducks,  SfcJ*  A  terrier  of 
1788,  in  which  the  following  entry  was  found:  ^'  The  tithe 
'^  of  com  belongs  to  his  Lordship  the  Bishop  of  Chester, 
''  and  the  tithe  of  wool  and  lambs,  excepting  the  broken 
"  tithe  if  wool  and  lamb,  i.  e.  all  under  ten,  which  belongs 
^*  to  the  vicar,  the  whole  tithe  of  hemp  and  flax,  tite  Eos- 
^^  ter  reckonings,  mortuaries,  and  surplice  dues,  belong  to 
^'  the  vicar,  and  all  calves,  both  whole  tithe  and  broken.** 
A  terrier,  of  1738,  which  contained  a  similar  entry  with 
the  last-mentioned  terrier, but  which  abo  contained:  "  Also 
the  tithe  of  pigs  and  poultry;  there  is  also  paid  to  the  vi- 
car,  out  of  the  rectory,  thefuUsum  of  61.  ISs.  isd.  yearly.** 
In  support  of  the  modus,  the  defendants  gave  in  evidence 
an  entry  ia  the  court  rolls  of  the  manor  of  Slyne  cum 
Hest,  of  the  time  of  king  Charles  the  First,  made  on  the 
presentation  of  the  homage,  which  entry  was  as  follows : 
•^  fVe  order  and  set  down,  that  such  quarter  yearly  as  shall 
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1831.        ^'  pay  the  hay  rent  for  Slyne^  shall  have  theprt^s  of  the 
common  ReaneSi  in  the  toum-fieldip  with  the  pasture  of  the 
pasturie  lane,  and  that  no  other  person  shaU  either  sheer ^ 
graze 9  or  brackens^  on  pain  of  6s.  8d"    Another  entry 
in  the  court  rolls  of  the  same  manor,  and  of  about  the  same 
date,  to  the  following  effect:  '*  By  the  consent  of  the  de- 
puty steward  of  this  manor ^  and  of  John  Forton,  one  of 
the  tenants  of  this  manor,  we  do  order  that  John  Forton 
''  shaU  inclose  two  parcels  of  common  ground,  called 
JRayseback  Reane,  and  the  outside  of  Dale  Reane,  ly- 
ing within  and  parcel  of  this  manor,  and  afterwards  that 
he  and  his  heirs  shaUfor  ever  peaceably  hold  and  enjoy 
the  same,  yearly,  and  every  year  for  ever  hereafter,  pay- 
ing to  the  Grave  of  this  manor,  for  the  time  being,  the 
yearlyrent  of 4fS., which  we  also  order  the  said  Grave  year- 
ly to  pay  over  to  the  proprietor  of  the  tithes  of  the  rec- 
tory of  Bolton,  or  /sis  farmer  or  farmers,  in  disc/usrge 
of  the  tithe  hay  due  for  the  town  of  Slyne"     The 
defendants  also  produced  thirteen  receipts  given  by  the 
farmer  of  the  lessee  of  the  rectory,  for  the  time  being,  to 
the  Grave  of  the  manor,  for  the  modus  of  4f.,  the  first  of 
such  receipts  was  in  the  following  terms:  "  Received  the 
27th  January,  1715,  from  Edward  Clarkson,  the  Grave 
of  the  manor  of  Slyne,  by  the  payment  of  Richard  Pea^ 
cock,  4«.,  being  the  ancient  modus  due  and  payable  in 
discharge  of  tithe  hay  and  joistige,  for  thfi  town  of  Slyne 
and  for  the  year  1774.    /  say,  received  the  same  by  me, 
farmer  of  the  tithe  of  Slyne  with  Hest.    (Signed)  Tho- 
mas Walker'^    The.  annual  receipts  from  the  year  1775 
to  1784  inclusive,  (except  1782,  which  was  not  produced), 
were  in  the  same  terms,  except  that  the  word  *^ joistige  " 
did  not  appear  in  them.    But  in  three  subsequent  receipts, 
from  1789  to  1791,  both  inclusive,  the  word  ''joistige" 
again  appeared. 

The  defendants  also  produced  a  receipt,  given,  in  1776, 
by  the  then  Grave  of  the  manor,  to  the  owner  of  the  two 
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doses,  for  the  yearly  rent  of  4«.|  which  receipt  was  in  the         1831. 
following  terms :  "  Received  this  6th  day  of  May,  1 776,  by      ^Xj^^ 
*'  me  Edward  Clarkson,  Grave  of  the  manor  qfSlyne  with  v. 

Pe  acog  k^ 

*'  Hestyfrom  Mr*  Richard  Peacock y  the  present  owner  of 
**  Rayesbank  ReanCf  and  the  Outside  of  Dale  Reane,four 
*^  shillings,  being  the  modus  for  tithe  hay  of  the  town 
'*  of  Slyne,  payable  to  the  proprietor  of  the  tithes  of  the 
"  rectory  of  Bolton,  or  his  farmer  or  farmers,  for  the  year 
**  1775,  which  I  promise  to  pay  accordingly,  for  and  on 
**  the  behalf  of  the  town  of  Slyne  aforesaid.  (Signed) 
**  Edmund  Clarkson."* 

The  defendants  gave  parol  evidence  of  the  reputation, 
that  the  4f.  covered  not  only  hay,  but  agistment;  and  that 
tithe  of  agistment  had  never  been  collected^  nor,  until  very 
lately,  demanded. 

Mr.  SimpUnson  and  Mr.  Booth,  for  the  plaintiff. — The 
defence,  in  this  case,  is  not  that  the  lands  are  exempt  from 
payment  of  the  tithe  demanded,  or  that  they  arc  protect>- 
ed  by  a  modus,  but  merely  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot  ren- 
der the  tithes,  because  of  a  claim  by  the  lessees  of  the  rec- 
tory. The  lessees  having  disclaimed  all  interest  in  the 
tithes,  there  is  an  end  of  that  defence.  It  is  quite  clear 
that  either  rector  or  vicar  must  be  entitled  to  the  tithes, 
and  the  words  in  the  endowment,  '*  and  other  small  mat- 
ters to  the  altarage  belonging,**  after  the  enumeration  of 
some  small  tithes,  were  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
including  all  other  small  tithes  which  might  arise.  If  there 
be  no  usage  against  the  vicar,  which  there  is  not  in  this 
case,  the  enumeration  in  the  endowment  of  some  small 
tithes,  will  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  other  small  tithes 
not  specified  therein.  Manby  v.  Curtis  (a),  Kennicott  v.  Wat" 
son  (6). 

Mr.  Jervis,  Mr.  Boteler,  and  Mr.  J.  Jervis,  for  the  de- 

(«)  2  Price,  284;  3  E.  &  Y.  (b)  2  Price,  260;  2  E  &  Y. 
733.  690. 
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1831.         fendant  Peacock.— The  plaintiff's  rightki  sniaH  tithes  is 

Gibbon       limited  by  the  endowment,  and  the  usiige  has  been  in- 

„    *'*  consistent  even  with  that  endowment.     The  plaintiff  id  not 

PEAC9CK 

entitled  to  any  tithes  not  mentioned  in  the  endowment, 
there  being  no  usage  in  his  favour,  nor  any  render  nor  even 
demand  of  the  tithes  now  claimed.  With  respect  to  agist- 
ment, the  modus  of  4<.  extends  both  to  hay  and  agistment 
As  to  the  other  articles,  the  defence  is  not  that  the  de- 
fendants' lands  are  exempt  from  the  payment  of  tithes  in 
respect  of  those  articles,  but  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
shewn  any  title  to  them.  There  is  no  mention  in  the  en- 
dowment of  hay,  and  the  endowment  is  not  of  all  other 
small  matters,  but  merely  other  small  matters  to  the  altar- 
age belonging.  The  statement  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Sttr- 
vey  is  incorrect  in  stating  the  vicarage  to-be  endowed  with 
the  minute  and  privy  tithes,  the  plaintiff,  as  it  is  admitted, 
not  being  entitled  to  th€  tithes  of  wool  and  Iambs,  except 
the  broken  tithes.  The  Parliamentary  Survey  is  also  in- 
correct, in  stating  the  profits  of  the  vicarage  to  consist  in 
hay,  wool,  lambs,  and  small  tithes.  No  reliance  can, 
therefore,  be  placed  on  those  documents.  We  prove  the 
rector  to  be  entitled  to  the  tithe  of  hay,  and,  as  to  agist* 
ment,  there  has  been  no  perception  by  the  vicar,  and  our 
receipts  shew  that  the  modus  was  payable  not  only  for  bay, 
but  for  agistment,  under  the  term  **  joistige,'*  In  Pritchett 
T.  Honeybome  (a),  where,  according  to  terriers  and 
parol  testimony,  a  modus  appeared  to  be  payable  for 
hay  only,  but  some  witnesses  stated  the  modus  to  be  for 
grass  and  agistment,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  tithe 
of  grass  had  been  rendered  or  agistment  paid,  the  usage 
was  held  sufficient  to  give  the  terriers  an  enlarged  con- 
struction, so  as  to  include  agistment.  The  decision  in 
Manby  v.  Jjodge  (6),  proceeded  on  the  same  principle. 
The  passage  relied  on  in  Manby  v.  Curtis  goes  too  far, 

(a)  1  Y.  &  J.  135.  146.  (6)  9  Price,  231 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  1052. 
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and  is  at  variance  with  the  decision  in  Masters  v.  Fleich-         1831. 
er  (a),  over-ruling,  on  that  point,  Cunliffe  v.  Taylor  (i).       ^T"'' 
In  Byam  v.  Booth  (c),  the  vicar  had  taken  all  other  small  r. 

tithes  besides  agistment,  and  it  was  decided,  that,  under 
a  grant  of  hay  and  herbage,  dedmas  fcem  et  herbagii, 
herbage  did  not,  ex  vi  termini,  mean  tithe  of  agistment^ 
without  evidence  of  perception.  In  Kennicott  v.  Watson, 
there  had  never  been  any  perception  by  the  impropriator  of 
any  tithes,  except  those  of  corn  and  grain.  In  the  present 
case,  the  impropriator  is  entitled  to  hay,  and  wool  and 
lambs.  The  words  in  the  endowment  **  and  other  small 
matters  belonging  to  the  altarage,'*  cannot  refer  to  agist- 
ment. In  Keene  v.  Patrick  (of),  the  endowment  being  of 
totum  altaragium,  which  could  only  be  construed  by  usage, 
and  there  being  no  usage  as  to  agistment  tithe,  the  Court 
thought  the  vicar  had  not  raised  any  doubt  in  his  favour, 
and  would  not  direct  an  issue,  but^ismissed  his  bill.  The 
vicar  is  bound  to  shew  his  title,  and,  not  having  shewn  any 
title  to  the  tithe  in  question,  cannot  have  a  decree  {e)»  It 
does  not  follow  as  a  consequence,  that,  because  the  lessees  of 
the  rectory  have  disclaimed,  the  vicar  is  entitled.  Though 
the  lessees  may  disclaim,  probably  the  rector  would  not,  and 
he  ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  Daws  v« 
Benn  (/),  and  Wing  v*  MurreU  (g).  The  plauitiff  by  his 
bill  originally  claimed  many  other  tithes  than  those  now 
demanded,  and,  after  the  filing  of  the  answers,  amended  hia 
bill,  limiting  his  claim  to  the  tithes  now  in  question;  very 
great  additional  expense  was  occasioned  by^this,  which  the 
Court  will  direct  him  to  pay.   Woolley  v.  BrownhiU{h). 

Mr.  Duckworth,  for  the  defendant  Marsding. 

(a)  Ante,  patfe  26.  (c)  Willis  v.  Farrer,  2  Y.  &  J. 

(6)  2  Price, 329 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  743.  217- 

(c)  2Price,23l;3E.&Y.716.  (/)  IJ.  &W.  513;  3E  &Y. 

{d)  Cited  in  Garnons  v.  Barnard y  1 00 1 . 

1  Anstr.  296  J   7  Bro.  P.  C.  IO65  (g)  1  M'Clel.  &  Y.  620. 

2E.&Y.380.  {h)  M'Clcl.317. 
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1831.  Mr.  MaithetvSi  for  the  defendantsi  the  lessees  of  the 

rectory. 

Mr.  Simpkiman  in  reply. — It  being  admitted  that  the 
lessees  are  lessees  of  the  whole  rectory,  either  the  lessees 
or  the  vicar  must  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  tithes. 
The  only  ground  on  which  the  occupiers  rest  their  defence, 
is  the  conflicting  claims  of  the  vicar  and  the  lessees,  and  the 
lessees  disclaiming,  that  ground  is  withdrawn  from  them. 
With  respect  to  the  arguments  drawn  from  the  rector  be- 
ing  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  wool  aiid  lambs,  they  are.  with- 
out foundation,  those  tithes  being  in  many  endowments  al- 
lotted to  the  rector. 

JThe  Court  took  time  to  consider. 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — lAJier  stating  the  pleadings 
and  the  nature  of  the  defence].  It  is  respecting  this  modus 
[the  modus  o/*4f.],  that  the  chief  controversy  in  the  cause 
has  arisen.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  bill,  as  amended,- 
does  not  demand  the  tithe  of  hay  (a),  and,  therefore,  the 
mention  of  that  article  is  only  important,  as,  in  the  de- 
fence, it  is  combined  with  agistment,  one  payment  of  4«. 
being  averred  to  cover  both* 

The  manner  in  which  the  defence  is  put  is  this:  — It  is 
said  that  the  vicar  shews  no  title  to  the  tithe  of  agistment, 
and  that,  if  he  does  shew,  such  title,  the  defendaAte  have, 
on  the  other  side,  shewn  that  the  tithe  of  agistment  is 
compensated,  within  the  district  of  Slyne,  by  a  money 
payment  of  4>s. 

I  have  two  questions  therefore  to  consider,  ^r«/,  the 
plaintifi**s  title  to  the  tithe  of  agistment,  and,  secondly ^  the 
validity  of  the  modus. 

The  question  on  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  tithe  of  agist- 
ment is  not  the  same  as  has  occurred  to  some  late  cases, 

(a)  Nor  did  the  original  bill. 
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namely,   whether  the  vicar   has  shewn  a  usage  which         1831. 
proves  that  the  endowment  now  lost  contained  a  grant  of       ^ 

"^  ^    ^  °  Gibbon 

all  small  tithes.     Here  we  have  the  original  endowment,  tt. 

Peacock 

and  it  is  a  question  on  the  construction  of  that  document. 
If  no  doubt  arises  upon  its  terms,  then  those  terms  must 
rule  the  question;  unless  it  were  to  be  presumed,  that 
some  alteration  had  in  after  times  taken  place  by  compe- 
tent authority.   I  see  no  ground  for  any  such  presumption 
in  this  case.    It  will,  therefore,  be  a  question  on  the  con- 
struction of  that  document,  and  perhaps  on  the  explana- 
tion which  it  receives  from  documents  of  a  subsequent 
date.    I  think  it  quite  clear  that  the  extensive  enumera- 
tion in  the  document,  and  the  general  words  which  follow, 
will  carry  all  small  tithes.     AUaragium  is  a  word  of  equi*  I 
vocal  import,  and  may,  though  it  does  not  necessarily,    | 
mean  all  small  tithes.   Siich  is  my  opinion.     The  Ecclesi*    \ 
asiical  Survey  is  to  the  same  effect.    The  Parliamentary 
Survey  is,  I  think,  strongly  confirmative  of  this  construe-  f 
tion.     The  enumeration  in  the  Surveys  strongly  and  un-  | 
questionably  import  all  the  small  tithes. 

In  the  first  terrier  produced  the  phrase  used  is,  '*  Item, 
small  tithes,  as  hemp tJkuCf  geese,  and  duclsJ'*  It  appears 
to  me,  that  the  itue  construction  of  this  document  is,  that 
it  means  to  say  that  the  vicar  is  entitled  to  small  tithes,  as, 
for  example,  hemp,  flax,  geese,  and  ducks.  It  aiFords 
evidence,  I  think,  that  the  endowment  carried  all  the  small 
tithes. 

The  terrier  of  1701  affords  evidence  of  the  same  fact, 
and  stiU  more  distinctly.  In  the  terrier  of  1728,  the  words 
are  not  so  strong:  they  do  not  so  evidently  import  all 
small  tithes,  but  the  enumeration  is  so  extensive,  and  the 
phrase  Easter  reckonings,  of  such  uncertain  application, 
that  this  terrier  is  no  contradiction  whatever  to  the  direct 
and  unequivocal  evidence  afforded  by  most  of  the  prior 
documents.  The  observations  are  precisely  the  same  up- 
on the  terrier  of  1738.    The  phrase  Easter  reckonings, 

VOL.  I.  P 
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183L        with  an  enumeration  something  more  extensive  than  the 
Q^^Q^        terrier  of  1728,  leaves  the  case  as  it  stood,  certainly  not 
«'•  more  adverse  to  the  hypothesis  that  the  endowment  in- 

tended  to  confer  on  the  vicar  the  whole  small  tithes,  ex- 
cept those  expressly  reserved  to  the  rector*  There  are 
two  other  terriers  which  touch  the  present  point,  but  it  is 
useless  to  do  more  than  advert  to  them.  They  are  ex- 
pressed  as  to  this  subject  in  the  same  language  as  the  for- 
mer. One  general  observation  is  applicable  to  all  of 
them,  viz.  that  while  they  either  allot  to  the  vicar  all  the 
small  tithes  in  distinct  words,  or  speak  of  this  aHotment  in 
terms  not  inconsistent  with  that  bypotbesb,  they  never  al- 
lude to  the  rector  having  any  right  to  any  small  tithes  ex- 
cept lambs  and  wool,  which  are  always  particularly  men- 
tioned. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  according  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  endowment^  that  instrument  conferred 
on  the  vicar  a  title  to  all  small  tithes,  except  the  tithes  of 
wool  and  lambs,  which  appear  by  all  the  terriers  to  have 
been  received  by  the  rector^  when  the  number  ten  was 
produced.  I  think  the  vicar  has  establisbed  his  title  to  the 
small  tithes,  and  consequently  to  the  tithe  of  agistment. 

It  becomes  necessary  now  to  proceed  to  the  next  point, 
and  to  inquire  how  far  the  defendants  have  established 
their  exemption  from  the  payment  g£  tithes,  by  esta- 
blishing a  modus  of  4f»  for  the  vill  or  district  oS  Slyne, 
The  onus  is  now  shifted  and  thrown  upon  the  defendants* 
They  must  prove  thdr  modus*  The  modus,  as;pleaded,  is 
one  of  no  unusual  description.  It  is  a  modus  of  4«.  for  hay  and 
agistment  of  the  vill  of  Slyne^  payable  by  all  the  occupiers 
within  that  district;  but  it  is  attended  with  a  very  unusual 
circumstance.  It  has  uniformly  been  paid  by  the  occu- 
piers of  two  farms  or  pieces  of  land  situated  within  the 
district.  This  circumstance  would  be  fatal  to  the  defence, 
if  it  were  not  explained.  •  A  modus  must  be  paid  and 
payable  by  those  whom  it  protects.    But  then  it  is  ex- 
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plained.     It  appears  that  two  small  parcels  of  land^  at  the         1831. 
disposal  of  the  court  of  the  manor^  were  allotted  to  particu"^        oibson 
lar  indinduals,  upon  condition  that  they  would  satisfy  to  the  «• 

»  •  11  mi  •  •      •  Peacock. 

rector  this  stnul  payment.  This  was,  in  its  nature^  no 
more  than  an  arrangement  amongst  themselves,  leaving  the 
rights  of  the  rector  just  what  they  were,  and  the  liability 
of  the  occupiers  as  extensive  as  it  had  been  before.  The 
court  roUs  have  the  double  effect  of  proving  the  antiquity 
of  this  payment,  and  of  accounting  for  the  circumstance  of 
its  not  being  collected  from  the  occupiers. 

Two  entries  are  produced  from  these  rolls.  They  seem 
to  be  of  the  reign  of  Charles  the  first.  The  first  provides 
for  the  payment  of  this  hay  rent,  as  it  is  there  called,  by 
giving  the  profits  of  the  comnon;  and  the  second,  by  per-* 
mitting  its  inclosure  for  the  benefit  of  the  individual  who 
was  to  pay  the  money. 

It  is  the  inference  from  the  evidence  that  this  state  of 
things  has  continued  ever  since.  I  think  there  can  be  no 
question  but  that  this  sum  of  4if.  is  an  ancient  payment,  and 
that  it  covers  hay.  That  is  the  reason  I  presume  why  hay 
is  not  demanded.  The  real  question  is,  whether  it  covers 
agistment  also,  which  is  much  mote  doubtfiil. 

No  terrier  mentions  a  modus  payable  for  agistment, 
though  many  of  them  state  a  modus  to  be  payable  through* 
out  the  parish  for  hay.  However,  they  do  not  advert  to 
this  particular  vill.  It  will  not  b^  useful  to  detail  minute- 
hf  the  evidence  on  diis  point.  It  consists  of  receipts, 
and  some  parol  testimony. 

[Hu  Lordship  then  stated  the  effect  of  the  receipts, 
pointing  out  the  variation  in  them  brfore  mentioned,  p. 
190]. 

The  parol  evidence  consists  only  of  two  or  three  wit- 
nesses. It  proves  the  general  understanding  that  this 
payment  covered  agistment  as  well  as  hay.  The  gene- 
ral reputation  is  to  the  same  effect.  That  reputation 
comes  from  many  old  persons  now  dead.    The  strongest 

p2 
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1831.        circumstance  of  all  is,  that  no  agistment  was  ever  collect^ 

^T**     '       ed  for  the  vicar.    The  plaintiff  has  given  no  evidence 

«•  whatever  of  this  tithe  having  been  received  within  the 

Peacock* 

vill.  Several  witnesses  prove  that  it  has  not.  One  says, 
that  for  thirty  or  forty  years  he  accompanied  James  Tay^ 
lor,  who  was  curate,  when  he  collected  the  small  tithes,  and 
that  Taylor  never  collected  or  claimed  any  thing  for  agist- 
ment. 

The  result  is,  that  the  vicar  shews  SLprimd  facie  title 
to  all  small  tithes,  and,  as  comprised  within  that  descrip- 
tion, the  tithe  of  agistment;  but  no  vicar  has  ever  received 
it.  There  is  an  undoubted  modus  of  4#«  for  something. 
It.  unquestionably  covers  hay,  and  there  is  respectable 
evidence  that  it  covers  agistment  also,  which  is  somewhat 
connected  with  hay,  as  appears  by  the  opinion  of  Baron 
Bayley,  in  the  case  of  Willis  v.  Farrer  (a),  where  he  direct- 
ed the  Jury  to  consider  how  far  the  expression  as  to  hay 
in  a  terrier  did  in  effect  cover  agistment.  There  is  direct 
evidence  of  the  understanding  of  witnesses  well  acquaint- 
ed with  the  parish,  and  the  usual  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion, that  it  covered  both ;  receipts  were  frequently  given 
by  the  rectors,  or  their  farmers,  for  the  4«.,  as  covering  both 
hay  and  agistment;  and,  above  all,  no  agistment  tithe  has 
ever  been  received  by  any  vicar,  or  even  demanded  till  lately. 
I  think  the  Court  should  not  disturb  this  usage  without 
putting  the  plaintiff  to  try  it. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  plaintiff  must  have  a  decree,  with 
costs,  for  all  the  tithes  claimed  by  his  bill,  except  the  tithe 
of  agistment  within  the  vill  or  district  otSlyne.  There  must 
be  an  issue  to  try  whether  agistment  within  that  vill  or 
district  is  payable  to  the  vicar,  or  whether  it  is  covered  by 
the  4fs,  pleaded,  in  which  the  defendant  Peacock  is  to  be 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  in  equity,  Robert  Oibson,  is 
to  be  the  defendant;  with  the  reservation  of  costs  if  the 

(a)  3  V.  &  J.  264. 
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plaintiflT  elects  to  try  the  issue;  if  not^  his  bill  to  be  dis*  1831. 
missed,  with  costs,  as  to  that  matter.  The  bill  to  be  dis-*  gibson 
missed,  as  affsunst  the  lessees  Dodson.  Park,  and  Jacisan,  9. 

Peacock 

without  costs,  save  and  except  the  costs  of  the  hearing, 
which  are  to  be  paid  to  them  by  the  plaintiff  Gibson.  I 
think,  after  their  disclaimer,*  he  should  not  have  brought 
them  to  a  hearing. 

The  account  to  be  taken  on  the  footing  of  these  directions, 
which  will  be  a  general  account  against  all  the  occupiers 
for  the  tithes  claimed,  except  the  tithe  of  agistment. 


1830. 

Ambury  v.  Jones.  Jt«/y  t3th, 

JJEMURRER  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  on  the  ground  that,  Demurrer  to  a 
in  the  prayer  of  process,  the  bill  prayed  that  the  defend-  viry^on^he" 
ant  might  abide  such  order  and  decree  as  the  Court  ffround  that  the 

^  prayer  of  pro- 

should  think  proper  to  make.  cess  contained 

words  adapted 
to  a  bill  for  re- 
Mr.  Bicheno,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  cited  Rose  ^^— **'«'^«^ 

V.  Gannel{a)f  and  Vatsghan  v.  Fiixgerald{b).  ^ 

Mr.  Lovai,  for  the  bill,  contended,  that  though  Boscy.  ^^^^^^^  "^"^ 

Gannel,  as  reported,  appeared  to  be  an  authority  for  the  ^  jt^^'%^^^^'^    fJc 
demurrer,  it  was,  in  point  of  fact,  an  authority  the  other  ^   y  (P 

iVAv*  for.  thmiirh  hv  the  rp-nnrfc  T^owl  TTnrdu)ii»1tfi  SLT\T\t^.nTP^Ao(y^*^^^^^  '*'' 


y^^y, 


^\>/:^.  /^^9 ' 


way;  for,  though  by  the  report  Lord  Hardwicke  appeared*--  .  w 

to  have  treated  the  bill  as  a  bill  for  relief,  yet  it  appeared  Yj<^^^^»^^'    /  " 
from  the  Registrar's  book,  that  he  subsequently  ordered       -^ 
the  defendant  to  be  paid  his  costs,  except  those  of  exa-^^^"^^ 
mining  his  witnesses  to  perpetuate  testimony,  and  had    ^J/ 
therefore  evidently  treated  the  bill  as  a  bill  for  discovery 
only,  and  not  for  relief.     He  also  argued,  that  though  the 
bill  was  in  point  of  form  a  bill  for  discovery,  yet  the  plain- 

(a)  3  Atk.  439.  (6)  1  Scho.  &  Lefr.  316. 
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18d0.        tiff  had  in  fact  a  good  equitable  ease,  and  that  audi  equit* 
able  case  would  support  the  prayer. 

The  case  was  dien  entered  into»  but  aa  the  Li>rd  Chief 
Baron  was  of  opinion  against  the  equity,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  state  it. 

Alexandsri  L.  C.  B. — In  this  case  no  specific  relief 
is  prayed  by  the  bill,  the  suit  being  merely  for  discovery 
in  aid  of  a  defence  at  law,  but,  by  a  slip  of  the  attorney's 
clerk,  or  stationer,  the  prayer  of  process  is  in  the  form 
used  in  cases  where  the  bill  prays  not  merely  discovery, 
but  also  relief.  In  support  of  the  demurrer,  it  has  been 
argued,  that  this  makes  it  a  bill  for  relief,  and  that  it  has 
been  so  decided;  and  so  it  indeed  appears  to  have  been. 
The  practice  has  been  supposed  to  have  originated  in  JRose 
v.  Gannel,  but  that  case  itself  shews,  that  the  practice  was 
understood  to  have  been  established  in  the  time  of  Lord 
Talbot  It  has  been  argued  to-day,  that  that  case  is  not 
an  authority  for  the  point  on  which  it  was  cited,  for  that 
it  would  appear  that  the  bill  in  that  case  was  ultimately 
treated  as  a  bill  for  discovery  only.  Be  thb  as  it  may,  I 
should  feel  some  difficulty  in  shaking  off  a  practice,  which 
appears  to  have  prevailed  to  some  extent.  If  it  be  a  rule, 
which  I  understand  it  to  be,  that  the  application  for  costs 
may  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time  after  filing  the  an- 
swer, where  the  bill  prays  only  discovery,  the  cause  u 
brought  to  a  very  short  point.  But  if  the  plaintiff,  though 
seeking  merely  discovery,  were  able,  by  means  of  the  prayer 
of  process,  to  turn  the  bill  into  a  prayer  for  relief,  it  woukl 
impose  on  the  Court  the  necessity  of  inquiring  in  all  cases 
whether  in  fact  any  title  to  relief  existed.  It  is  more  con- 
venient^ as  a  rule  of  practice,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
stand  or  fall  by  his  own  statement. 

I  have  no  disposition  to  alter  the  practice,  which  is,  that 
when  a  person  by  his  bill  prays  relief,  it  shall  be  taken  as 
a  bill  for  relief,  and  that  it  shall  not  be  competent  for  him 
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to  tvra  a  biU  for  relief  into  a  bill  for  diacoTery.     The         1830. 
demurrer  must  be  allowed;  but,  as  it  appears  to  be  a  slip, 
I  will  give  tbe  plaintiiF  leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  all 
€08t8  op  to  tbe  present  time. 


Taylor  «.  Cook  and  Others.  J^y  MtK 

^^  Nov,  28</<. 

J  HIS  was  a  suit  for  tithes,  in  which  the  plaintifT  obtain-  in  a  suit  for 

«  1  i*  ^  ^     «  .  «  tithes,  the  plain- 

ed a  decree  for  an  account  as  to  some  of  the  tithes  tiff  obtained  a 

demanded,  with  costs.     As  to  some  other  tithes,  for  which  ^^\7part  of 
moduses  were  pleaded,  issues  were  directed.    The  issues  hu  demand.  As 

lo  the  remain- 
were  not  tried  until  about  two  years  after  the  decree,  der,  issues  were 

when  a  verdict  was  found  in  favour  of  the  defendants.  issues  were  af- 

terwards found 
for  the  defend- 

Mr.  Sandys  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  ^^^  TheCoun 

,  .  ,        1  stayed  the  pay- 

to  Stay  the  taxatKm  of  the  costs  given  by  the  decree  to  mem  of  thecosts 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  issuing  of  process  for  the  payment  of  pudlfaff,  i^  or- 
those  costs,  on  the  ground  that,  as  the  defendants  had  sue-  ^Qdlml  mf  ht 
ceeded  in  the  issues,  they  would  be  entitled  to  set  off  tbe  ^a^e  an  eppor* 

/«   1       .  .  <■  .  'Oil*        tuniiy  to  set  off, 

costs  of  the  issues  agamst  the  costs  in  equity  of  the  plain-  as  against  those 
tiff.    In  support  of  tbe  motion  he  cited  Taylor  v.  Pop-  S*iS;  u^^* 
ham(a)f  Ex  parte  Rhodes  {b\  Harmery*  Harris  {c). 

Mr*  fFheaileyr  canira,  contended,  that  tbe  solicitor  of 
the  plaintiff  had  a  lien  on  the  costs  decreed  to  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff;  that  the  lien  was  a  vested  right  immediately 
on  the  pronouncing  of  the  decree;  and  that  his  lien  was  not 
to  be  defeated,  either  by  his  own  neglect  in  not  taxing  and 
compelling  payment  of  the  costs  immediately  after  the  de- 
cree, or  by  the  omission  of  the  Master  to  tax  them.  And 
he  referred  to  Williams  v.  Edwards  (r/),  Irving  v.  Viana  (e), 
and  Handle  v.  Fuller  (/)• 

(fl)16Ves.72.  (d)  2  Sim.  84. 

(6)  lb.  461.  («)  2y.  &J.69. 

(f)  lb.  166.  (/)  6  T  R,  456. 
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1830.^  Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — Suppose,  in  this  case,  there  had 

been  a  decree  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs  as  to  part  of  his 
demand,  and  for  the  defendants,  with  costs  as  to  the  re« 
mainder  of  the  demand,  could  there  be  any  possible  doubt 
that  the  costs  of  the  one  might  be  set  off  against  the  costs 
of  the  other.  I  think  the  delay  in  the  trial  of  the  issues 
does  not  make  the  slightest  difference.  The  cases  cited 
against  this  application  were  cases  in  which  the  costs 
arose  in  different  causes,  and  not,  as  in  the  present,  out  of 
the  same  pleadings.  I  am  unwilling  to  extend  the  lien 
of  the  solicitor  where  the  justice  of  the  case  requires  that 
there  should  be  a  set  off  as  between  the  parties. 


On  a  subsequent  day  in  MichaelmasTeTm,  Mr.  Wheat- 
ley  again  mentioned  the  subject  to  the  Lord  Chief  Baron, 
and  cited  Rumney  v.  Beale  (o).  But  his  Lordship  adhered 
to  his  former  opinion,  expressing  a  doubt  as  to  the  accu- 
racy of  the  case  cited. 

(a)  10  Price,  113. 


Not),  ut.  ML  Lord  Redesdale  and  Another  v.  Walby  and  Nicholson. 
A  township  mo-  JjILL  by  the  impropriate  rectors  of  the  parish  of  Mid- 
set  up  in  lieu  of  deford^  Otherwise  Miifard,  in  the  county  of  Northumber- 
corn  and  grain,  land,  against  occupiors  of  lands  in  the  township  of  Ea- 
a**rant"in^he"  dington,  withiu  the  said  parish,  for  an  account  and  satis- 
time  of  Queen     faction  for  the  tithes  of  corn,  erain,  hay,  and  turnips. 

Elizabeth,  thit  r^,       ,  .„  -,  J  ^  »,..»», 

the  then  extend-  Ihe  bill  stated  a  grant  from  Queen  EUzabeth,  dated 
tkhes^of  thVJa-  *^®  ^^"^  ^^  Aprtl^  in  the  second  year  of  her  reign,  by 
rish,  which  com-  which  that  queen  granted  to  one  Matthew  Ogle  the  rec- 

prised  ten  other  i  o  ^  ^  ^ 

townships  be*     tory  of  Middcforde^    otherwise   Mitforde,   with   all  its 

sides  the  one  in 
question,  was 

10/.  only,  the  entire  quantity  of  land  comprised  in  the  parish  being  SOOO  acres,  and  the  quantity 
contained  in  the  particular  township,  600.  From  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  the  modus  appeared  to 
have  been  paid  and  received  for  upwards  of  150  years,  though  there  was  some  discrepancy  in  the 
evidence,  whether  the  modus  covered  hay  only,  or  hay  and  com :  Held,  that  the  value  stated  in  the 
grant  was  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  actual  value,  and  that  the  question  of  rankness,  and  also  the 
question  as  to  what  the  modus  covered,  were  properly  questions  for  the  consideration  of  a  Jury; 
and  an  issue  was  accordingly  directed. 
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members  and  appurtenances  in  the  county  of  Norihum'  1^30. 
berlandy  then  late  parcel  of  the  possession  of  the  then  late  Ld.RBDB8DALB 
priory  of  Lanercost,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  and  ^  ^- 
the  tithes  of  sheaves,  blades,  grain,  wool,  Iambs,  and  hay, 
and  other  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small,  pensions,  portions, 
oblations,  obventions,  annuities,  fee  farms,  profits,  commo- 
dities, emoluments,  and  hereditaments,  whether  spiritual 
or  temporal,  as  well  predial  as  personal,  of  whatsoever 
kind,  nature,  or  speciesthey  then  were,  or  by  whatsoever 
names  they  might  be  known,  distinguished,  or  understood, 
situate,  lying,  and  beings  arising,  increasing,  or  renewing, 
in  the  town-fields,  parish,  or  hamlet  of  MtddefordCf  other- 
wise Miiforde  aforesaid,  or  elsewhere  in  the  said  county  of 
Northumberland,  to  the  said  rectory  or  church  of  Midde^ 
forde,  otherwise  Miiforde,  in  any  manner  belonging,  or 
theretofore  had,  known,  accepted,  used,  or  reputed  or  tak- 
en as  part  or  parcel  of  the  lands,  possessions,  and  revenue 
of  the  said  rectory  and  church,  asfuUyand  amply  as  the  prior 
of  the  priory  of  Lanercost  \\sA  or  ought  to  have  held  and 
enjoyed  the  same,  which  premises  were  then  extended  to 
the  clear  value  o/*  10/.,  except  all  advowsons  to  the  said 
rectory  in  any  manner  belonging,  appertaining,  or  incum- 
bent, to  be  holden  by  the  said  Matthew  Ogle,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  as  of  the  manor  of  East  Greenwich, 
in  the  county  of  Kent,  by  fealty  only,  in  free  socage,  and 
not  in  capite. 

The  bill  then  traced  the  title  from  Ogle  to  the  plain- 
tiffs in  equal  moieties,  and  stated  the  occupation  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  their  perception  of  wheat,  barley,  oats,  and 
other  corn  and  grain,  and  also  of  hay  and  turnips,  with- 
out setting  out  the  tithes,  or  satisfying  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  same. 

The  bill,  after  suggesting  a  pretence  by  the  defendants 
of  a  farm  modus  of  4/.  for  their  lands,  charged  that  such 
alleged  modus  was  void  on  [the  ground  of  rankness;  and 
that  the  lands  of  the  defendants  were,  until  of  late  years. 


Walby. 
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1830.        uninclosed  moor  landay  and  did  not  produce  any  com  or 
Ld^EDE  ^      grain.    That  the  parish  conrfated  of  eleven  townships,  of 
«.  which  the  lands  of  the  defendants  ^constituted  one^  called 

the  township  of  Eadingion,  and  such  eleven  townships 
continued  altogether  7,770  acres.  That  the  lands  consti* 
tuting  the  township  of  EaMngioHf  and  which  contained 
630  acres,  were,  as  to  their  average  quality,  inferior,  or  at 
least  not  superior  to  the  lands  in  the  other  ten  townships, 
in  respect  of  their  average  quality.  The  bill  also  charged 
that  the  clear  yearly  value  of  all  the  tithes,  both  great  and 
small,  of  the  whole  eleven  townships,  was  only  10/.  at  the 
date  of  the  grant  from  Queen  EUxab^h,  as  appeared  from 
the  grant  itself;  and  that  the  said  lands,  so  cokistituting  the 
town  of  Eadingionf  formerly  consisted  of  four  farms,  for 
each  of  which  there  was  for  some  time  paid  the  yearly  sum 
of  1/.,  by  way  of  composition  for  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain, 
hay,  and  turnips;  after  which  the  sdd  lands  were  demised 
and  holden  as  one  entire  farm,  and,  for  some  time  after  the 
same  were  so  demised  as  one  farm,  the  yearly  sum  of  4/. 
was  paid  as  a  composition  for  the  tithes  of  com,  grain, 
bay,  and  turnips  fai  respect  thereof. 

The  bill  prayed  the  usual  account  and  satisfaction. 

The  defendants,  by  their  joint  and  several  answers,  put 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  proof  of  their  title.  They  admitted 
their  occupation  of  lands  in  the  township  ot  Ectdington^  and 
their  perception  of  the  titheable  matters  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned from  those  lands.  The  defendants  alleged  that 
there  was  payable  and  paid,  and  of  right  ought  to  be  paid, 
by  the  occupiers  of  the  lands  lying  within  and  constitute 
ing  the  said  township  of  Eadingian,  for  the  time  being,  to 
the  impropriate  rector  of  the  said  parish  of  Middeford, 
otherwise  Miiford,  for  the  time  being,  at  Michaelnuu 
in  every  year>  or  as  soon  after  as  demanded,  a  modus  or 
customary  payment  of  4JL,  for  and  in  lieu  and  full  satisfac- 
tion of  all  and  singular  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  and 
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hay,  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  increandg  in  and         1830. 
throughout  the  sud  township  of  Eadinglan.    That  they  j^T^ 
were  unable  to  set  forth  whether  any  of  the  said  lands  were  «. 

Walbt* 

uninclosed  moor  lands,  or  did  not  produce  com  or  grun ; 
but  they  did  not  believe  that  all  the  said  lands  ever  were  un- 
inclosed moor  fands,  or  did  not  produce  com  or  grain*  They 
admitted  that  the  said  parish  consisted  of  eleven  townships, 
and  that  the  said  lands  constituted  one  of  such  townships, 
called  the  township  of  Eadingiom,  and  that  such  eleven 
townships  contained  altogether  such  number  of  acres  as  in 
the  bill  mentioned.   And  they  believed  that  the  same  were, 
as  to  their  average  quality,  about  equal  to  the  landa  in  the 
other  tea  townships  in  the  parish.    But  the  defendants 
did  not  believe  that  the  clear  yeariy  value  of  all  the  tithes, 
both  great  and  small,  of  all  the  said  eleven  townships,  was 
only  10/.  at  the  date  of  the  said  grant.    That  the  lands  so 
constituting  the  township  of  Eadhgion  did,  about  seven- 
teen years  ago  or  thereabouts,  consist  of  four  farms,  and 
that  afterwards  the  said  lands  were  demised  orholdenasone 
farm.    They  did  not  believe  that,  for  each  of  such  four 
farms,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  there  was  for  any  time  paid 
the  yearly  sum  of  1  /.,  or  any  other  sum  by  way  of  composition 
for  the  tithes  of  com,  grain,  and  hay,  or  that,  for  any  time 
after  the  same  were  demised  or  letten  as  one  ferm,  the 
yearly  sum  of  42.  was  paid  as  a  composition  for  the  tithes 
of  com,  grain,  and  hay,  in  respect  thereof;  on  the  contrary, 
they  believed,  that  whether  the  said  lands  were  demised 
or  letten  as  one  farm  or  in  several  farms,  the  yearly  sum 
o(4fL  was  always  paid  as  a  modus  or  customary  payment 
for  and  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  com, 
grain,  and  hay,  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  in- 
creadng  in  and  upon  the  said  lands  in  manner  thereinbe- 
fore mentioned;  although,  when  such  lands  were  demised 
or  letten  in  several  farms,  the  said  sum  of  4U.  might  have 
been,  in  the  first  instance,  made  up  by  a  contribution 


Waldt. 
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1830.        amongst  the  respective  occupiers  of  the  lands  forming  the 
^^'P^^      separate  farms. 

Ld.REDESDALB  '^ 

V.  Both  sides  entered  into  evidence. 

The  plaintiffs  produced  the  Minister  s  Accounts^  30  Hen. 
8y  shewing  the  rectory  to  be  at  that  time  in  the  hands  of 
the  crown.  They  proved  the  grant  from  Queen  Elizabeth 
to  Ogle,  and  their  title  under  Ogle.  They  also  proved, 
by  parol  testimonyi  that  the  parish  consisted  of  eleven 
townships,  of  which  Eading'ton  was  one;  that  the  whole 
of  the  townships  contained  eight  thousand  nine  hundred 
acres  of  land,  exclusive  of  five  hundred  acres  of  wood;  that 
the  township  of  Eadingtm  contained  six  hundred  and 
thirty  acres  of  land;  and  that  the  average  quality  of  the 
land  in  Eadington  was  equal  to  the  average  quality  of  the 
lands  in  the  other  townships.  A  witness,  named  William 
Horian,  deposed  that  he  had  heard  from  his  father,  who 
died  about  fifty-eight  years  ago,  that  the  deponent's  great 
grandfather  came  to  live  in  Eadington  about  one  hundred 
and  fifty  years  ago;  that  he  then  farmed  one  half  of  the 
lands  in  the  township  which  were  then  open  and  unin- 
closed,  and  continued  to  do  so  till  his  death,  about  one 
hundred  and  ten  years  ago ;  that  the  witness's  grandfather 
then  became  the  occupier  of  one  half  of  the  said  lands, 
and  continued  to  occupy  them  until  his  death,  about  eighty- 
eight  years  ago;  that,  about  that  time,  the  whole  pfth^ 
lands  in  the  township  were  divided  into  four  farms;  that 
the  deponent's  father  occupied  one  of  such  farms  from 
the  original  division  thereof  until  his  death,  about  fifty- 
eight  years  ago ;  that  the  deponent's  uncle  occupied  an- 
other of  the  farms  until  his  death,  in  1800;  that,  from  the 
death  of  the  deponent's  father,  in  1777  till  1787,  the  de- 
ponent's mother  occupied  the  farm  previously  occupied 
by  the  deponent's  father;  and  that,  from  1787  to  1809,  the 
farm  was  occupied  by  the  deponent  himself;  that  the  de- 
ponent's great  grandfather  and  grandfather  never  render- 
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ed  any  tithes  iii  kind  for  the  lands  which  they  held  in  the         1830. 
township  of  Eadingtan,  but  paid  21.  a-year  for  com  and  hay  l^  Rbdesdalb 
tithes  and  all  petty  tithes^  for  such  lands  in  the  township  of  V' 

Eadingion  as  they  held,  the  rent,  for  the  great  and  small 
tithes,  being  4/.  a-year;  that  such  payments  were  made  as  a 
rent  for  the  tithes,  and  not  as  a  composition  Or  modus ;  that, 
as  far  back  as  he  could  recollect,  the  deponent's  father  never 
rendered  any  tithes  of  com,  grain,  hay,  or  turnips,  but 
that  he  rendered  or  accounted  for  the  tithes  of  lambs,  wool, 
calves,  pigs,  geese,  and  foals;  that  he  paid  IL  a-year  for 
tithes  of  com  and  hay,  but  that  such  payment  was  made 
as  a  tithe  rent,  and  not  as  a  composition  or  modus.  The 
deponent  also  stated  the  payment  by  himself,  during  his 
own  occupation,  of  IL  a-year,  in  respect  of  the  com  and 
hay  tithe,  and  which  he  stated  to  have  been  made  by  him 
as  and  for  a  tithe  rent,  and  not  as  a  composition  or 
modus;  and,  as  a  reason  for  believing  that  the  same 
was  not  a  modus,  the  witness  stated  that  he  had  heard 
his  father  say,  that,  in  former  times,  the  tithe  rent  was 
not  so  much,  but  that  it  had  been  raised  before  Lord 
Dencentwaier's  death,  but  not  altered  since;  and  because, 
before  the  lands  in  the  township  oiEadington  were  inclos- 
ed, there  could  not  be  either  corn  or  hay  to  tithe. 

This  witness  alsodeposed,  that  he  had  heard  his  father  say, 
that  he  had  heard  from  the  deponent's  grandfather,  that, 
before  the  lands  in  the  township  of  Eadingion  were  divid- 
ed into  four  farms,  the  annual  sum  of  4iL  was  paid  by  the 
deponent's  grandfather  and  great  grandfather  for  the  rent 
of  all  the  tithes,  both  great  and  snaall,  for  the  whole  of  the 
township;  but  that,  after  the  same  were  divided  into 
four  farms,  the  then  owners  of  the  tithes  would  not  take 
less  than,  and  actually  received,  4/«  a*year  for  the  corn  and 
hay  tithes  only,  and  also  drew  the  tithes  of  lambs,  wool, 
calves,  pigs,  geese  and  foals.  Similar  evidence  was  given 
by  a  brother  of  the  last  named  deponent,  who  also  depos- 
ed that  his  (the  witness's)  father  had  told  him  that  the  pay- 


Ld.REDBSDALE 

V. 
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18d0.  ment  of  4^.  a*year  was  never  called  a  modus  until  about 
sixty  years  ago,  when  the  deponent  recollected  one  Robert 
DofMfif  who,  at  that  time,  was  steward  to  the  owner  of  the 
lands,  telling  the  deponent's  father  tiiat  the  tithe-owners 
were  wanting  to  draw  the  tithes  of  com  and  hay  in  the 
said  township  ofEadingUm,  but  that  the  deponent's  father 
was  to  call  it  a  modus  to  the  tithers,  although  he,  Robert 
Doniin,  had  nothing  that  he  could  find  to  shew  that  it  was 
a  modus.  This  witness  also  stated,  that  he  had  heard  hia 
father  say,  that  when  the  deponent's  great  grand&ther 
went  to  live  at  Eadingion^  the  lands  in  the  township  were 
nninclosed,  the  low  part  mostly  covered  with  whins  and 
heather,  and  the  high  ground  mostly  covered  with  broom 
and  breckens;  and  that  there  were  no  fences,  but  only 
boundary  stones,  to  shew  the  boundaries  of  the  township. 

The  defendants  gave  in  evidence  various  receipts  given 
by  the  agents  of  former  owners  of  the  tithes,  as  also  by  the 
agents  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  4/.  as  a  modus,  some  of  them 
treating  it  as  a  modus  for  Eadington  generally,  others  as 
a  modus  for  com  and  hay  tithes.  They  also  produced  die 
accounts  of  a  tithe  collector  from  the  year  1783  to  1786, 
inclusive,  whicb^  under  the  head  petty  tithes,  contained 
entries  of  sums  as  received  from  the  tenants  of  the  hnda 
in  Eadington;  but,  under  the  head,  wheat,  oats,  and  bar- 
ley, their  names  did  not  appear.  A  like  account,  firom 
1787  to  1789,  in  which  a  modus  of  IL  was  accounted  for 
as  received  from  each  of  the  four  tenants,  with  some  ad- 
ditional entries  for  petty  tithes.  A  similar  account  firom 
1790  to  1798  inclusive,  containing  an  account  of  the 
tithe  of  com  received  by  the  collector,  but  in  which  ac« 
count  the  names  of  the  tenants  in  Eadington  did  not  oc- 
cur. The  defendants  also  proved  various  letters  finom  the 
agents  of  former  tithe-owners  to  the  tenants  of  the  fiimis 
in  Eadington^  referring  to  the  payment  as  a  modus,  though 
it  was  not  perfectly  clear,  from  these  letters,  whether  the 
modus  was  a  modus  for  hay  only,  or  for  hay  and  com. 
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The  defendants  likewise  provedj  by  parol  testimony,         IddO. 
the  reputation  that  the  4/.  was  paid  aa  a  modus,  though  Ld  redesdale 
there  was  some  little  discrepancy  in  the  evidencej  whether  f- 

the  modus  was  for  hay  only,  or  for  hay  and  com  tithes. 

The  suit,  having  become  abated  by  the  death  of  Lord 
Jtedesdakf  was  revived  by  his  personal  representatives. 

Mr.  Tttmefff  and  Mr.  SidebaHom,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Mr.  Boteler,  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  defendants. 

For  the  plaintiffir,  iiwas  contended,  that  the  evidence 
shewed  the  modus  to  be  rank;  the  grant  from  Queen 
Elizabeth  stating  the  whole  eleven  townships  to  be  then 
of  the  yearly  value  of  10/.  only,  it  was  impossible  that 
a  modus  of  4/.  for  one  of  the  eleven  towndiips,  and  con- 
taining about  one  fifteenth  in  point  of  quantity  of  the 
lands,  could  have  had  any  legal  origin.  That,  inde^ 
pend<mtly  of  the  question  of  rankness,  the  evidence 
shewed  that  *the  payment  had  commenced  subsequently 
to  the  year  1700,  That:  there  was  no  consistency  in  the 
evidence  of  the  defendants  as  to  the  nature  or  origin 
of  the  payment: — that,  though  the  documents  produced  by 
the  defendants,  and  their  parol  testimony,  referred  to  a 
modus,  yet  it  was  luicertain  whether  tat  hay,  or  hay  and 
com.  That  it  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that,  in 
early  times,  the  lands  in  question  had  been  waste  or  moor 
lands  in  an  uncultivated  state,  and  that,  about  150  years 
ago,  they  first  came  into  Qidtivation;  and  that  the 
yearly  rent  of  4/.,  which  had  been  previously  paid  as  a 
tithe  rent  for  the  lands  when  in  an  uncultivated  state,  was 
then  continued  to  be  paid.  That  though  the  question  of 
rankness  might  be  a  question  for  a  Jury,  yet  that  the  ori« 
gin  of  the  payment  being  shewn,  the  Court  would  decree 
an  account  without  an  issue.  That  the  evidence  of  the  wit* 
nesses  for  the  defendants  was  so  mudi  at  variance,  and 
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]830.         some  parts  of  it  so  contrary  to  the  facts;  that  it  was  enti- 
tled to  little  or  no  weight. 


Ld.REDE8DALE 
V. 

Walby. 


For  the  defendants,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  evidence 
shewed  that  the  10/.  mentioned  in  the  grant  from  Queen 
Elizabeth  as  the  extended  value  of  the  eleven  townships, 
could  not  have  been  the  real  value,  but  a  value  ascertain- 
ed by  some  lease  then  subsisting.  That  the  evidence  also 
shewed  that  the  payment  had  been  uniform,  and  the  usage 
was  wholly  at  variance  with  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — The  prominent  case  made  by 
the  bill  is  rankness ;  but,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  stated,  that  not  only  was 
the  modus  rank,  but  that  the  commencement  of  it  could 
be  clearly  shewn.  If  this  had  been  shewn,  there  would 
have  been  an  end  of  the  question  of  modus;  so,  if  it  had 
appeiared  from  the  ancient  documents,  that,  at  some  early 
period,  tithes  in  kind  had  been  rendered,  or  a  different 
payment  had  been  made,  in  like  manner  the  defence  of 
modus  would  clearly  have  failed:  but  nothing  of  the  kind 
appears  in  this  suit.  If  any  thing  of  the  kind  had  appear- 
ed, I  should  have  thought  it  fit  to  dispose  of  this  modus 
without  sending  it  to  be  tried;  but  it  turns  out  that  the 
evidence  in  this  case  is  precisely  the  evidence  which  ought 
to  be  tried  by  a  Jury.  It  is  parol  evidence,  and  parol 
evidence  of  reputation.  You  may  call  witnesses  to  the 
effect  of  it.  It  is  true,  the  ancient  persons  cannot  be  pro- 
duced before  the  Jury,  but  the  witnesses  may  be  examin- 
ed as  to  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  communications 
made  to  them  by  ancient  persons.  Before  a  Jury,  the 
evidence  may  assume  a  different  character.  I  think  I  am 
not  entitled  to  make  any  decree  in  this  case,  until  the  right 
is  found  by  a  Jury.  I  shall  decree  an  account  as  to  the 
tithe  of  turnips;  and  an  issue  as  to  the  modus,  if  the  plain- 
tiffs shall  think  fit;  if  not,  the  bill  to  be  dismissed  as  to  the 
tithes  of  corn,  grain,  and  hay. 
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The  Reverend  William  Thomas  Bree,  Clerk,  Plaintiff;  ,q^  * 

James  Beck,  Joseph  Barrs,  Ann  Reeve,  and  Edward     Nov,  16,  23. 
ViLLERS  Seymour,  Defendants.  ^^i\    .^ 

'  Jan,  21.    ^^'  ^ 

JJiLL  by  the  rector  of  AUesley,  in  the  county  of  fFar-  ^"  •  '^^  '^y  ti»«  /^^^-/^ 

/  ^  -^  rector  for  titliei,*'y^'. 

wick,  claiming,  as  such,  to  be  entitled  to  all  tithes,  as  the  defendants  ^/-/^^^ 
well  great  as  small,  arising,  growing,  and  renewing  within  dus  as  covering^  ^1^1. 
the  rectory,  against  occupiers  of  lands,  for  an  account  and  Sarto^*!Ss&ict'^^^^^^ 
satisfaction  for  great  and  small  tithes.  "'uT*  °^^"^' t^-^- 

The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  the  plaintiff's  Park;  the  dc-  -^  ^^^ 
title  as  rector,  and  that  as  rector  he  was  entitled  to  have  ^"iJ^f^Sbd^'Se- 
and  receive  all  tithes.    They  then  stated  that  there  was  a  ff**^'  P™^«? 

.  ,  ^  the  boundaries 

certain  district  or  tract  of  land,  commonly  called  or  known  of  the  district, 
by  the  name  of  AUesley  Park^  situate,  partly  within  the  said  terrier^^recton' 
rectory  and  parish  of  Allesley^  and  partly  within  the  ad-  S^J[J;^^''JSjd 
joining  parish  of  Stoneley ;  that  there  was  payable  and  aUo  by  parol 
paid,  and  of  right  ought  to  be  paid,  by  the  occupiers  of  existence  of  the 
that  part  of  the  said  district  or  tract  of  land  called  AUes-  S'idTfor'thc 
ley  Park,  which  was  situated  within  the   said    rectory  district  for  up- 

^  *      .  ^    wards  of  150 

and  parish  of  AUesley,  to  the  rector  of  the  said  rectory  and  yean.  The  rec- 
parish  for  the  time  being,  on  the  3rd  day  of  May  in  deiira?o'^  jw- 
every  year,  or  as  soon  afterwards  as  demanded,  a  cer-  Jj^f^J^J"*^" 
tain  modus,  or  ancient  customary  payment  of  3/.  6f.  8cf.,  quisitions  and 
for,  and  in  lieu,  and  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  which  the  rec- 
all and  every  the  titheable  matters  and  things  yearly  aris-  ^^^^^ 
ing,  growing,  renewing,  and  increasing  in  and  upon  that  •P**^  ©if  which 
part  of  the  said  district  or  tract  of  land :  and  the  defend-  pleaded,  were 

estimated  at  va- 
lues wholly  in- 
consistent and  irreconcilable  with  the  existence  of  the  alleged  modus: — Held,  that  tberankness  of 
the  modus,  as  compared  with  the  value  stated  in  the  ancient  documents,  was  not  a  sufficient  ground 
to  disturb  so  ancient  a  payment  without  an  issue.  And  an  Issoe  being  accordingly  tried,  and  a 
verdict  found  for  the  defendants,  thereby  estabUshing  the  modus :— J7<f ^  after  verdict,  that  it  was 
for  the  Jury  to  consider  the  weight  due  to  the  documentary  evidence  produced  by  the  rector,  and 
whether  it  ascribed  to  the  rectory  and  the  district  their  actual  value  at  the  time,  or  whether  that 
evidence  bore  internal  marks  of  its  being  erroneous  in  Uiose  respects.  And  an  application  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  such  consideration  of  the  evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  left  to  the 
Jury,  was  refused. 

VOL.  I.  Q 


v. 
Beck. 
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1831.  long  period^and  that,  to  their  knowledge,  it  had  always  con- 
Bree  sisted  of  the  same  lands.  Some  of  the  witnesses  stated 
the  map  annexed  to  the  answer  of  the  defendants  to  be  a 
correct  map  of  the  district.  The  witnesses  also  proved  the 
boundaries  of  the  district;  one  of  the  witnesses  deposed  to 
the  district  beiiig  bounded  by  a  broad  bank,  all  the  way 
round,  except  where  intersected  by  a  brook,  and  by  gates, 
with  old  timber  trees  growing  on  the  bank,  and  a  large 
ditch  outside  the  bank,  which  boundary  fence  appeared  to 
be  of  great  antiquity.  Some  of  the  witnesses  also  stated 
that  a  foot  road  ran  along  a  part  of  the  same  bank,  and 
that  they  had  assisted  in  falling  old  full  grown  oak  trees 
off  the  same  bank,  and  some  of  which  trees  were  stated  to 
be  upwards  of  three  hundred  years  old. 

The  defendants  also  gave  in  evidence  a  conveyance, 
dated  31st  January^  1692,  on  the  purchase  of  AUesley 
Park  by  one  Henry  Neale;  in  which  conveyance,  after  de- 
scribing certain  parcels  of  land,  which,  from  the  descrip- 
tion, appeared  to  be  clearly  the  lands  occupied  by  the. de- 
fendants, were  contained  the  following  general  words: 
*'  All  which  said  premises  hereinbefore  mentioned  are 
situate,  lying,  and  being  within  the  parishes  of  AUesley 
and  Stoneley,  and  have  anciently  been  called  or  known  by 
the  name  of  AUesley  Park,**  The  defendants  also  pro- 
duced a  terrier,  dated  the  last  day  of  August,  1688,  sign- 
ed by  two  churchwardens,  containing,  among  other  items, 
the  following:  "  All  manner  of  tithes  are  due  to  the  rec- 
tor in  kind,  except  AUesley  Park,  now  in  the  occupation 
of  Henry  Neale,  Esq.,  which  pays  3/.  6s.  8d.  in  lieu  of  all 
tithes  yearly."  Twenty- three  other  terriers  of  various 
dates,  the  first  dated  in  1701,  and  the  last  in  1824,  and 
mostly  signed  by  the  rector  and  two  churchwardens,  in 
which  a  similar  entry  was  contained.  The  defendants  also 
proved  rectors'  books  for  several  years,  containing  entries 
of  the  receipt  of  the  31.  Gs.  8rf.  as  a  modus  for  AUesley 
Park.     They  also  proved  various  receipts  given  by  the 
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rectors  for  the  time  being,  one  of  which  rectors  was  prov-  1831. 
ed  to  have  been  the  father,  and  another  the  grandfather, 
of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  modus  for  the  district.  The  de- 
fendants also  proved  by  several  witnesses,  that  no  tithes 
in  kind,  nor  any  other  payment  than  the  3L  6s.  8d,, 
had  ever,  to  their  knowledge  and  belief,  been  paid  in  re- 
spect of  the  district  called  AUesley  Park.  The  defend- 
ants also  gave  in  evidence  the  wills  of  John  NecAe  and 
Henry  Neale^  persons  derivuig  title  under  the  purchaser 
in  1692. 

With  respect  to  the  parochial  moduses,  the  defendants 
gave  in  evidence  the  terriers  before  mentioned,  which  con- 
tained entries  of  the  milk  modus,  and  also  various  receipts 
by  the  rector  and  his  collectors.  As  nothing  of  importance 
turned  on  the  parochial  moduses,  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter 
more  fully  into  the  evidence  respecting  them. 

Mr.  Botelerf  and  Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  defend- 
ants, contended,  that  the  ancient  documents  produc- 
ed by  them  shewed  distinctly  that  the  district  had, 
from  the  earliest  times,  been  known  as  AUesley  Pari. 
That  a  park,  according  to  Lord  CoAe  (a),  signified  a 
great  quantity  of  ground  inclosed,  privileged  for  wild 
beasts  of  chase  by  prescription,  or  by  the  king's  grant^ 
That  the  witnesses  proved  the  district  to  be  distinguish- 
ed by  fences  of  unusual  width,  and  by  trees  of  very  an- 
cient growth.  That,  from  the  fact  of  there  being  a  lane 
called  Castle  Park  Lane  in  the  west,  and  a  hill  called 
Castle  Hill  in  the  east,  it  might  fairly  be  presumed  that 
the  castle  stood  in  the  centre  of  the  district,  and  that  the 
quantity  of  land  contained  in  the  district  (327  acres)  cor- 
responded with  the  size  which  would  necessarily  be  re- 
quired for  a  park.  That  it  was  not  easy  to  believe  that 
wild  beasts  of  the  chase  could  have  been  preserved  in  a 

{a)  Co.  Litt.  233.  a. 
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1831.  park  of  less  dimensions.  That,  with  respect  to  the  modus 
for  the  district,  the  terriers,  from  first  to  last,  distinctly 
proved  it  That  the  parol  evidence  proved  it  also  to  have 
been  made  for  upwards  of  120  years ;  and  it  was  further 
proved  by  the  rector's  books  for  the  year  174d.  That  even 
admitting  that  the  modus  might  appear  to  be  rank,  as 
compared  with  the  value  of  the  rectory,  estimated  by 
the  ancient  documents,  still  the  Court  would  not  disturb 
a  payment  which  had  ej^isted  for  so  long  a  period,  with- 
out an  issue.  Jee  v.  Hockley  (a).  That  in  White  v. 
Lisk  (6),  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls,  then  Vice- 
chancellor,  in  referring  to  ancient  documentary  evidence, 
observed,  that  the  validity  of  a  farm  modus  was  not  to  be 
tried  by  a  comparison  of  value  with  the  whole  tithe  at  any 
remote  period,  because  other  motives  than  those  of  a  pe- 
cuniary bargain  might  influence  a  particular  proprietor  to 
make  a  grant  to  the  church;  and  because  the  relative  state 
of  cultivation  and  produce  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
could  not  be  ascertained;  and  that  ancient  documents 
could  not  prevail  against  proof  of  usage,  unless  they  were 
consistent  with  each  other,  and  unless  the  effect  of  them 
was  such  as  to  exclude  not  only  the  probability  but  the 
possibility  of  the  modus.  That  if,  upon  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff,  any  doubt  should  arise  on  the  comparative  value, 
the  Court  would  not  decide  it  in  the  first  instance,  but  would 
leave  the  plaintiff  to  an  issue.  That  the  Court  was  not  in 
the  habit  of  deciding  the  question  of  rankness  of  a  farm 
modus  in  the  first  instance.  That  the  modus  for  milk  was 
clearly  made  out  by  the  evidence. 

To  rebut  the  evidence  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff 
produced  an  inquisition,  7  Edw.  1,  1279,  made  in  every 
town  and  place  throughout  the  counties  of  Warwick  and 
Leicester,  because  of  divers  usurpations  on  the  King  him- 
self, as  upon  others  in  demesnes,  fees,  feodals,  liberties, 
and  other  things.     By  this  inquisition  it  was  found  (inter 

(fl)4Price,87;3E.&Y.816.        (6)4  Madd.214;  3R  &  Y.969. 
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€Uid)  that  John  de  Hastings  was  lord  of  AUesley,  and,  ^831. 
among  other  possessions  therein  described »  John  de  Hast- 
ings was  stated  ''  to  have  a  certain  park,  ex  antiquitate, 
"  containing  thirty  acres,  of  which  twelve  acres  are  of  the 
*'  miuior  of  Stanle,  and  are  inclosed  in  the  same  park,  by 
"  what  warrant  is  unknown/* 

Pope  Nicholas'  Taxation,  1S91|  for  the  following  en- 
try:— 

*'  Spiritualities  of  the  Archdeaconry  of  Coventry. 
**  Archdeaconry  of  Coventry* 
'' The  church  of  Attesky  -  -  12  marks/' 
An  inquisition,  post  mortem,  6  Edw.  2,  A.  D.  1313, 
which,  amongst  other  things,  found,  that  John  de  Hast- 
yngs  the  elder,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  held  in  fee  the 
manor  otAllesley,  with  the  appurtenances*  That  there 
was  there  one  capital  messuage,  which  was  worth  by  the 
year,  with  the  garden  adjoining  thereto,  5s.;  a  dove-house, 
worth  by  the  year4«.;  also  there  were  in  demesne  ISZ 
acres  of  arable  land,  which  were  worth  by  the  year  33^., 
the  price  of  the  acre  8d, ;  alsd  there  were  nine  acres  of 
meadow  there,  which  were  worth  by  the  year  18««,  the 
price  of  the  acre  2s,  There  was  ascertain  park  there  in*- 
closed,  the  underwood  whereof,  with  the  herbage,  was  worth 
by  the  year  13s.  4cf. 

An  inquisition, po#/inorf^i9i,  ISJScbr.S,  A.D.  1SS5,  which, 
amongst  other  things,  found  that  John  de  Hastyngs,  late 
lord  o{  Abergavenny,  held,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  the  manor  of  AUesley;  *'  That  there  is 
''  a  capital  messuage,  the  site  whereof,  with  the  herbage 
**  and  the  fruit  of  the  garden,  is  worth  yearly  2s.;  also  a 
"  certain  dove-cote  there,  worth  yearly  3s. ;  also  two 
"  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  arable  land,  in  demesne, 
"  which  are  worth  by  the  year  48^.  9c/.,  the  price  of  an 
**  acre  2s.  0\d. ;  also  fifty  [forty]  acres  and  a  half  of  mea- 
dow, worth  by  the  year  3\s.  2\d.,  the  price  of  the  acre 
^\d. ;  also  a  separate  pasture,  which  contains  by  lots  forty 
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1831.  "  acresi  worth  by  the  year  &./  also  there  is  there  a  wind- 
"  mill,  which  is  worth  nothing,  because  broken;  also  one 
"  water-mill,  which  renders  yearly  at  the  feasts  of  Easter 
"  and  Si.  Michael^  40s. ;  also  two  pools,  the  fishery 
"  whereof  is  worth  Gs.  8d.;  also  a  certain  park  there, 
"  the  underwood  whereof  is  worth  nothing;  but  it  is  worth, 
"  III  the  agistment  of  cattle  in  the  summer,  by  the  year  12«., 
'*  and  no  more,  because  there  are  wild  animals,  (bestia 
**  silvestresj,  in  the  same."*  This  inquisition,  in  enumerat- 
ing the  monies  due  to  the  lord,  contained  passages  to 
the  following  effect:  **  also  the  bondmen  (a)  with  the 
*'  cottagers  {b)  ought  to  perform  two  hundred  and  thirty- 
*'  five  works  in  the  turning  and  carrying  off  hay  in  the  sum- 
*'  mer,  or  they  shall  give  for  the  work  Okd.,  sum  9s.  9idL  .* — 
"  also  the  said  bondmen  and  cottagers  ought  to  perform 
''  seventy-three  works  on  the  park  of  the  lord,  that  is  to 
"  say,  at  the  inclosures,  or  shall  give  to  the  lord  for  the 
"work  Id.,  sum  6s.  Id" 

An  extract  from  the  Nona  Rolls,  HEdw.3,  A.  D.  1841, 

to  the  following  effect:  "  Item,  they  say  that  the  church 

of  AUesley  is  taxed,  &c.  at  twelve  marks,  whereof  &c. 

they  say  the  demesne  land  of  the  rector,  with  the  tithe 

of  hay,  and  other  minute  tithes,  oblations,  heriots,  and 

obventions,  belonging  to  the  altarage,  are  worth,  one 

year  witli  another,  five  marks.     And  so  the  ninth  of  the 

"  sheaves,  fleeces,  and  lambs,  granted  to  the  use  of  the 

"  lord  the  King,  is  worth  this  year,  at  most,  seven  marks. 

"  They  say  also  that  there  are  not  any  merchants,  &cJ^ 

The  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  26  Hen.  8,  A.  D.  1535,  which 
contained  an  entry,  when  translated,  to  the  following  ef- 
fect: "  Diocese  of  Coventry  and  Litchfield,  Deanery  of 
"  Coventry,  Parish  Church  o{  AUesley-— Maatet  Edward 
"  Pontesbury  is  rector  there,  and  it  is  valued  in  land,  call- 
ed glebe  land,  in  tithes  of  grain  and  hay,  and  in  other 

(a)  Nativi,  {h)  CoterelH,  see  Spelm.  180. 
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"  titheff,  oblations,  and  spiritual  emoluments,  beyond  8$*,         1831. 
**  allowed  for  procurations  and  synodals  yearly,  paid  to 
"  the  archdeacon,  by  the  year  -        -£17  18    8 

"  Tenth  part  thereof      -        -        -        -       1  15  10* 

A  terrier,  dated  16S2,  being  the  earliest  terrier  which 
could  be  discovered  in  the  Bishop's  Registry.  This  ter- 
rier was  headed — "  A  terrier  of  the  lands  and  tenements 
**  belonging  to  the  parish  church  of  Allesley,  and  county 
*^  of  Warwick/*  and,  after  describing  the  parsonage 
house  and  various  closes  of  land,  contained,  at  the  foot  of 
it«  the  following  entry:  ^^  Five  marks  per  aunum^  as  rate 
^  tithe  for  herbage  out  oi  AUesley  Park;  all  the  rest  of 
"  the  parish  pay  great  and  small  tithe  in  kind.*''  The  ter- 
rier was  signed  by  several  persons;  but  the  entry  above  al- 
luded to  appeared  to  have  been  introduced  after  the  sig- 
nature, and  was  in  a  different  writing  from  the  rest  of  the 
terrier. 

A  terrier,  dated  1727,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the 
rector  and  two  churchwardens,  containing  the  following 
entry :  "  Tithes : — all  manner  of  tithes  are  due  to  the  rector 

in  kind,  except  Allesley  Park,  now  in  the  occupation  of 

Henry  Neale^  Esq.,  which  pays  3L  6s*  8d.  for  erbedge 
"  of  it*"  There  were  numerous*  inaccuracies  in  the  spell- 
ing of  the  words  in  this  terrier. 

The  plaintiff  also  proved,  by^  parol  testimony,  that  the 
defendants  had  grown  upon  their  several  farms  and  lands 
wheat,  barley,  and  oats. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  Mr.  Duckworth^  and  Mr.  Keen,  for  the 
plaintiff. — ^The  case  made  out  by  the  defendants,  by  their 
modern  evidence,  is  wholly  opposed  by  the  ancient  docu- 
ments produced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence 
of  the  defendants  fails  in  shewing  the  boundaries  of  the 
park,  whilst  the  documents  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
clearly  describe  its  extent  and  boundaries.  The  quantity 
of  land  contained  in  the  park,  according  to  the  defendants. 
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1831.  is  415  acres,  327  in  AUesley,  and  88  in  Stoneley.  The 
inquisition,  7  Edw.  I,  which  was  made  with  a  view  of  de* 
tecting  and  preyenting  usurpations  on  the  King  and  other 
persons,  and  was,  therefore,  made  with  care  and  circum- 
spection, states  the  whole  quantity  of  knd  in  the  park  to 
be  thirty  acres,  of  which  eighteen  isAy  were  in  AUesley. 
The  inquisition,  6  Edw.  2,  finds  the  whole  value  of  the  un- 
derwood and  the  herbage  of  the  park  to  be  worth  only 
1S#.  4ed.  The  inquisition,  18  Edw.  S,  states  the  underwood 
to  be  worth  nothing,  and  the  agistment  to  be  worth  only 
\2s.  a-year«  It  is  impossible,  with  reference  to  these  do- 
cuments, that  the  park  could  then  have  contained  the  land 
which  it  is  now  represented  to  contain,  or  that  so  large  a 
payment  as  that  now  alleged  could  then  have  existed.  It 
appears  distinctly,  that  the  same  persons  have,  from  the  ear- 
liest times  down  to  about  1745,  been  owners  of  the  park  and 
patrons  of  the  living,  which  will  readily  account  for  the  in- 
creased extent  of  the  park.  The  statements,  as  to  the  value 
contained  in  the  inquisitions,  are  corroborated  by  Pope 
Nicholas^  Taxatumt  and  the  Eecienasiieal  Survey*  If 
this  payment  be  supported,  the  ancient  documents  must  be 
treated  as  mere  waste  paper.  The  terriers  produced  by 
the  plaintiff  certainly  shew  that  a  payment  of  3/.  6s.  8d.  has 
existed,  but  only  as  a  rate  tithe  for  herbage ;  a  rate  tithe  is 
not  synonymous  with  modus,  and,  if  it  were,  still  it  would 
only  extend  to  herbage,  and  not  to  corn  and  grain.  The 
antiquity  of  the  payment  is  of  no  importance,  if,  from  more 
ancient  documents,  it  clearly  appears  that  the  payment 
could  not  have  existed  as  a  modus  at  the  time  of  legal  me- 
mory. Short  V.  Lee  (a),  Fisher  v.  Lord  Graves  (A),  Jack- 
son  V.  Morris  (c),  and  the  Homchurch  case  (cQ.  There 
is  no  conflicting  evidence,  and,  therefore,  not  a  case  for  an 
issue;  and  to  send  it  to  an  issue,  would  only  be  to  send  it 

(a)  2Jac.&W.4645  3E.&Y.  (c)  1  Y.  &  J.  2/5. 

1013.  {d)  Morgan  v.  Tyler,  cited  in 

{h)  1  M*Clel.  &  Y.  362;  3  E.  Short  v.  Lee,  supra. 
&Y.  1180. 
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to  the  prejudice  of  a  Jury.  Jee  v.  Hockley  turned  en-  1831. 
tirely  on  the  language  of  the  Surveys  constantly  produced 
in  tithe  cases;  and  when  that  cause  came  on  to  be  tried^ 
as  it  did,  before  the  learned  Judge  by  whom  it  had  been 
directed,  he  expressed  his  astonishment  at  having  di- 
rected such  an  issue.  In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff 
has  clearly  disproved  the  fact  that  the  park,  at  the  time  of 
legal  memory,  contained  the  same  number  of  acres  as  at 
present ;  and,  therefore,  the  modus  could  not  have  existed 
from  time  immemorial.  But  admitting  the  park  to  have 
been  of  its  present  extent,  'then  the  documents  prove  the 
modus  to  be  rank ;  for  it  appears,  firom  the  documentary 
evidence,  that  the  value  of  the  pasturage,  'per  acre,  was 
SlcL,  and  upon  calculation  this  modus  would  appear  to  be 
just  2ic/.  per  acre,  being  the  full  value  of  the  pasturage. 
If  the  modus  had  been  for  herbage,  it  would  have  failed 
on  the  park  being  disparked,  the  modus  for  herbage  not 
being  a  modus  for  all  tithes. 

There  was  considerable  argument  addressed  to  the  pa- 
rochial moduses,  which  it  does  not  seem  necessary  to  state. 

The  defendants  subsequently  produced  in  evidence  an 
inquisition,  \Q  James  1,  on  the  death  of  Ann^  Countess 
Dowager  o{  Dorset,  which  found,  (among  other  things), 
that  ''  all  and  singular  the  premises,  known  by  the  name 
*'  of  AUesley  Parket  otherwise  Awlesley  Parke;  and  also 
"  all  and  singular  other  the  premises  aforesaid,  and  in 
''  Stoneley,  in  the  said  county  of  fFatwiek,  or  in  either  of 
*'  them,  are  holden,  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
**  said  Ann,  Countess  Dowager  of  Dorset,  were  holden  of 
'*  the  lord  the  king  in  capite,  by  military  service,  but  by 
^'  what  part  of  a  knight's  fee  the  jurors  aforesaid  are  ig- 
"  norant ;  and  are  worth  yearly  in  all  issues  beyond  re- 
"  prizes  five  pounds/* 

Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply. — In  questions  of  value,  little  re- 
liance can  be  placed  on  Pope  Nicholas*  Taxation,  and  the 
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1831.  Other  documents.  From  the  year  1S02  to  I286«  the  aver- 
age price  of  wheat  was  nearly  3/.  6s.  8d.  a  quarter,  and 
from  1287  to  1300,  a  tod  of  wool  was  worth  10^.,  equal 
to  SOs,  at  the  present  time,  prices  wholly  inconsistent  with 
the  value  of  the  land,  as  stated  by  the  documents  produc- 
ed. The  object  of  the  inquisition,  7  Edw.  1,  was  clearly 
to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  tenure,  and  not  the  value  of 
the  property.  In  1315,  the  date  of  the  inquisition  6  Edw. 
2,  the  price  of  wheat  at  Oxford^  according  to  Fleetwood, 
was  SOs.  a  quarter;  in  the  following  year,  1/.  I2s.;  and,  in 
1317,  2/.4«.:  these  prices  distinctly  shew,  that  3d.  an 
acre  could  hot,  at  that  time,  have  been  near  the  value  of 
the  land.  The  value  of  the  land,  as  stated  in  the  inquisi- 
tion, 18  Edfo.  2,  is  evidently  incorrect,  as  is  also  the  value 
affixed  to  the  works  to  be  done  by  the  villeins  of  the  ma- 
nor. It  is  clear  also,  from  a  passage  in  that  inquisition, 
that  the  park  could  not  have  consisted  of  thirty  acres  on- 
ly, for  it  states,  that  the  agistment  of  cattle  in  the  park,  in 
the  summer,  was  worth  only  12«.,  because  there  were  wild 
animals  in  the  same.  It  is  not  only  incredible  but  impos- 
sible, that  deer,  beasts  of  the  chase,  could  have  been  kept 
in  a  park  of  thirty  acres,  and  that  a  park  belonging  to 
the  Earl  of  Chester.  In  Bailey  v.  Sewell,  before  Sir  Tho- 
mas Plumer,  an  issue  was  directed  to  try  a  modus,  where 
several  ancient  documents  shewed  that  the  modus,  as  com- 
pared with  the  value  of  the  lands,  was  grossly  rank  (a). 
The  issue  was  tried  before  Lord  Tenterden,  at  Norfolk, 
and  was  afterwards  heard  by  Lord  Gifford,  and  the  modus 
was  established,  and  a  new  trial  refused.  The  inquisition, 
post  mortem,  16  James  1,  proves  distinctly  how  little  reli- 
ance can  be  placed  on  the  ancient  documents  as  to  value: 
that  inquisition,  which  is  dated  16  James,  1618,  stating  the 
value  of  the  park  to  be  51.  only,  when  it  is  proved,  that, 
in  1692,  only  seventy-four  years  afterwards,  5000/.  was 
paid  for  it  on  the  purchase  by  Henry  Neale. 

{a)  Sec  Bi4ley  v.  Sewell,  1  Russ.  1?39. 
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The  case  stood  over  till  the  22nd  July,  for  the  purpose         1831. 
of  procuring  the  papers  in  Bailey  ▼•  SetceU,  but  which,  on 
examination,  did  not  appear  to  apply  to  the  question  of 
rankness. 

In  the  course  of  the  arguments,  Mytton  v.  Harris  (a), 
Drake  y.  Smyth  {b),  Ekins  and  Pigot{c),  and  Uarwood 
V.  Sims  (d),  were  referred  to. 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — ^The  question  in  all  these  cases 
is,  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  a  great  variety  of  cir- 
cumstances. And  these  circumstances  vary  so  much,  that 
one  case  can  scarcely  be  said  to  be  conclusive  on  any  other. 
Can  I  deduce  any  rule  on  the  subject  from  the  cases?  If 
I  could  have  inferred  that  the  inquisitions  were  conclusive 
as  to  the  value,  then  there  would  be  no  doubt  or  difficulty; 
but  the  cases  are  quite  otherwise.  Lord  Hardwicke  has 
frequently  said,  that  these  documents  are  not  conclusive  as 
to  value;  and  in  the  case  o{ Bailey  v.  SeweU^  the  effect  cS 
them  as  to  value  seems  to  have  been  disregarded.  I  can- 
not say  they  are  conclusive ;  and,  unless  they  are  conclusive, 
I  cannot  disregard  the  usage  which  has  been  proved  merely 
on  the  authority  of  these  instruments.  Besides  the  ques- 
tions of  value,  a  question  arises  as  to  rankness,  which 
is  peculiarly  a  question  for  the  opinion  of  a  Jury.  It 
is  true  that  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  modus  is  so 
evidently  rank,  that,  using  the  expression  attributed  to  an 
eminent  Judge,  I  should  be  ashamed  of  sending  it  to  a  Jury* 
This,  however,  is  not  that  case.  I  think,  the  question  will 
be  better  understood  by  an  examination  before  a  Jury. 

Minutes  of  Decree. — The  bill  to  be  dismissed  with 
costs  as  to  milk,  unless  the  plaintiff  elect  within 
a  week  to  take  an  issue.    Issue  directed  as  to  the 

(a)  3Price,195  3E.&Y.1391.      &Y.  1012,  1187. 
(6)  Dan.  104;  6  Price,  369;  3         (c)  3  Atk.  634;  2  E.  &  Y.  lOBw 
E.  &  Y.  888;  8  Price,  692;   3  E.         {d)  4  Price, 427;  2  E.  &  Y,  601. 
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modus  for  AUesley  Park  in  the  terms  of  the  answer, 
indading  the  schedule  and  mapi  with  liberty  for  the 
Judge  to  indorse  the  jtHwfoa  specially. — Bill  dismiss- 
ed with  costs  as  to  tithe  of  milk,  as  regards  the 
yard,  garden,  and  premises  of  the  defendant,  Jo- 
seph Barrs. — Account  with  costs,  as  to  other  tithe- 
able  matters,  as  regards  the  yard,  garden,  and 
premises* 


The  issue  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  Summer  Assizes 
for  the  county  of  fVarwiek,  in  1830,  before  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  at  law  (the  defendants  in 
equity)  gave  the  same  evidence  as  had  been  produced*  by 
them  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  equity,  and,  in  addi- 
tion to  that  evidence,  they  also  put  in  the  will  of  Serjeant 
Fiini,  dated  2Snd  August,  1670,  by  which  AUesley  Park 
appeared  to  be  charged  with  an  annuity  of  160/.  a-year. 
They  also  gave  in  evidence  an  endowment  of  the  vicarage 
of  St.  Mary,  Litchfield,  by  which  the  vicarage  was  en* 
dowed  with  a  money  payment,  to  the  amount  of  upwards 
of  SOL  per  annum,  three  years  before  the  date  of  the  Ec* 
elesiastical  Survey,  though,  in  that  survey,  the  same  vicar* 
age  was  returned  of  the  value  of  10£  only.  This  evidence 
was  not  objected  to,  but  the  learned  Judge,  in  summing 
up,  told  the  Jury,  he  ought  not  to  have  received  it,  and 
that  they  ought  to  lay  it  out  of  their  consideration. 

The  defendant  at  law  (the  plaintiff  in  equity),  in  addi- 
tion to  the  evidence  produced  by  him  in  equity,  produced 
an  indenture  of  lease,  ISth  May,  3  &  4  Ph.  %  M.,  A.  D. 
1556,  by  which,  after  reciting  a  former  lease,  16th  May, 
15  Edw.  6,  of  the  park  and  ground,  called  AUesley  Part, 
except  the  wood,  for  twenty-one  years,  at  the  rent  of  20L, 
Iiord  Abergavenny  demised  to  R.  F.,  for  certain  simis  of 
money  then  to  the  said  Lord  Abergavenny  in  his  need 
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disbursed  and  paid  by  the  said  R.  F.,  his  park  and  ground,         1831. 
called  or  known  as  AUesley  Park^  with  the  woods,  &c* 
for  twenty-one  years,  at  the  rent  of  40/. 

A  bargain  and  sale,  by  way  of  mortgage,  S8th  Mat/^  3 
&  4  Ph.  %  M.y  A.  D.  1556,  froiri  Lord  Abergavenny  to  R. 
F.  for  400/1,  of  '*  all  that  his  park  and  ground,  called  or 
known  by  the  name  of  AUesley  Park,  in  the  county  of 
Warwick,  then  lately  inclosed  with  pales,'*  and  the  old 
lodge,  and  all  other  his  lands,  &c.,  with  the  said  park; 
with  a  proviso  for  redemption,  upon  payment  of  the  400/* 
upon  a  day  certain ;  and,  in  default  thereof,  that  /{.  F., 
upon  the  payment  of  the  further  sum  of  200/.,  should 
stand  seised  of  the  property  for  ever. 

An  extract  from  the  registers-book  of  the  Priory  of  Co-- 
ventry,  preserved  in  the  Exchequer,  dated  in  1249,  by 
which  certain  persons,  therein  described,  "  with  the  con- 
curring assent  as  well  of  the  prior  and  conv^it,  as  of  the 
then  rector,  to  the  church  of  Anestie  (AUesley)  by  the 
Lord  Hastings  presented,  assigned  that  the  rector  for 
"  the  time  being  should  receive  perpetually  all  oblations 
**  and  obventions,  tithes,  and  profits,  to  the  said  church 
'*  belonging,. except  entirely  to  the  church  of  Coventry* 
*'  for  sepulture,  6s.  8c/.,  yearly  to  be  paid,  and  except  also 
**  the  tithes  of  the  park  of  the  same  vill,  and  all  personal 
tithes,  which  among  oblations  were  wont  to  be  offered  on 
Sundays,  because  the  Lord  Hastings,  patron  of  the 
*'  church,  released  to  the  church  of  Coventry,  his  common, 
<'  freely,  in  Coventry,  Corundalne,  and  the  hamlets  about 
**  the  same.*' 

The  defendant  also  produced  bailiffs*  accounts  of  the 
manor  of  AUesley,  in  the  reigns  of  Hen.  7  and  Hen.  8 ; 
in  which  were  items  for  the  agistment  of  the  park  there, 
demised  to  G.  W.,  8/.  3s.  4cL,  and  receipts  from  the  farm-* 
era  of  the  herbage,  for  half  a  year,  4/.  Os.  2d.,  and  for  a 
whole  year,  9/.  16^.  lid.;  but  no  charge  for  the  payment 
of  a  money  composition  in  lieu  of  tithes. 
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1831.  It  appeared,  upon  the  trial,  that  there  were,  upon  this 

district,  Testiges  of  very  ancient  inclosures. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  told  the  Jury,  in  his  summing 
up,  that  the  word  **  tithes  "  in  the  extract  from  the  Regis- 
ter book  of  lS4d,  did  not  necessarily  import  that  tithes  in 
kind  were  then  payable ;  and  that  the  term  would  be  satis- 
fied, should  they  be  of  opinion,  that,  at  that  time,  a  money 
composition  was  payable  in  lieu  of  tithes.  He  further  told 
them,  that  if  thiey  were  satisfied  that  the  modus  had 
not  existed  from  time  immemorial,  or  was  not  payable  for 
the  district  in  question,  they  should  find  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  establishing 
the  existence  of  the  modus. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1831,  Goulboum,  Seijt.,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  verdict  was 
against  the  evidence,  and  that  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  had 
misdirected  the  Jury. 

Mr.  Denman,  Mr.  Seijt.  Adams ^  and  Mr.  Boteler, 
shewed  cause  against  the  rule ;  and  Mr.  Serjt.  Goulboum, 
Mr.  Amos,  and  Mr.  Penmngion,  supported  it. 

In  support  of  the  application  for  a  new  trial,  it  was  ar- 
gued, that  due  weight  had  not  been  given  by  the  learned 
Judge,  in  directing  the  Jury,  to  the  document  produced 
from  the  Registry  of  the  Priory  of  Coventry.  That  the  evi- 
dence did  not  shew  the  antiquity  of  the  boundaries  of 
the  park,  or  that  the  same  had  always  been  bounded  as 
shewn  by  the  map  and  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses. 
That,  with  respect  to  the  bailiffs*  accounts,  due  weight 
had  not  been  given  to  them  in  summing  up  the  evidence. 
That  the  Jury  had  been  directed,  that  the  word  "  tithes,'* 
might  be  considered  to  mean  either  tithes  in  kind  or  a  mo- 
ney payment;  whilst,  it  was  submitted,  the  former  could 
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only  be  intended.  That  evidence  of  the  endowment  of  183). 
the  Ticarge  of  Litchfield  had  improperly  been  received, 
which  the  Judge,  on  reflection,  admitted,  and  told  the 
Jury  not  to  attend  to  it,  but  that  it  had  its  effect  on  the  Ju* 
ry.  That  the  real  question  was,  whether,  in  the  year  1 190, 
there  was  so  large  a  sum  paid  for  this  district,  whether 
called  a  park  or  pot  That  the  payment,  with  reference 
to  the  value,  could  not  have  been  made,  and  that  a  tract  of 
land,  of  this  large  extent,  could  not  have  been  covered  by 
it.  That  the  inquisitions  were  made  in  consequence  of  a 
commission  from  the  king,  and  it  could  not  be  assumed  that 
public  officers  would  render  the  inquisitions  mere  matter 
of  form;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  they  would  discharge 
their  duty  faithfully.  That,  with  respect  to  the  bounda* 
ries,  it  was  no  part  of  the  rector's  case  to  shew  them ;  but 
when  the  occupiers  shewed  what  they  called  the  bounda- 
ries, it  was  shewn,  on  the  part  of  the  rector,  that  there  were 
other  boundaries  equally  well  marked.  That,  supposing 
the  modus  originally  to  have  been  for  the  park,  and  some 
land  adjoining,  which  was  afterwards  added  to  the  park, 
it  ought  to  have  been  so  left  to  the  Jury.  That  it  was  not 
probable  that  all  the  bailiffs'  accounts  were  erroneous,  or 
that  all  of  them  should  contain  the  same  entry.  That  the 
question  raised  by  them  as  to  the  wood  was  never  sub- 
mitted to  the  Jury,  and  the  tithes  might  have  been  paya- 
ble by  the  person  who  cut  the  wood,  or  it  might  have 
been  for  wood  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  tithe.  The 
fact  of  the  bailiff's  not  having  paid  the  tithe  was  objected 
to,  and  the  learned  Judge  gave  an  effect  to  it  which  weigh- 
ed with  the  Jury ;  for  it  was  withdrawn  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Jury  by  the  learned  Judge's  telling  them  the 
account  ought  to  have  contained  payments,  which,  in  fact, 
the  bailiff  had  not  made. 

In  opposition  to  the  application  it  was  contended,  that 
the  boundaries  were  sufficiently  proved.  That,  to  suppose  a 

VOL.  I.  R 
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1831.  park  of  thirty  acrts  to  have  cbntained  beasts  of  die  ehaor, 
was  absurd.  That  the  modus  was  proved  to  have  been 
paid  for  upwards  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  years ;  and  the 
fair  presumption  to  be  drawn  from  its  long  existence  was, 
that  it  had  a  lawful  origin.  That  the  modus  was  not  plead-* 
ed  as  a  modus  for  an  antient  park^butfor adistrietof  land 
oaUed  or  known  by  the  name  o{  AUesley  Patrkt  and  the 
issue  was  so  dii^cted..  That  it  was  no  patt  of  the  occupiers' 
case,  to  make  out  that  it  was  an  ancient  parkj  the  real  and 
substantial  issue  being,  whether  the  payment  was  a  modus 
for  the  district  called  JUesley  Pari.  That  it  was  not  ne- 
cessary for  the  occupiers  to  shew  that  a  single  acre  of  these 
knds  was  in  the  tenure  of  Lord  Hastings^  That  they  had 
proved  distinctly,  that,  for  the  district  of  land  called  AUeiley 
Patk^  8L  Os.  Sd.  had  beenjpaid  since  1668,  whether  tfie  farm 
was  ancient  or  not.  That  the  terriers,  rectors'  books,  and 
parol  evidence,  all  shewed  the  Existence  of  this  payment,  and 
that  tithes  in  kind  were  never  rendered.  That  the  deed  of 
composition,  if  it  proved  any  thing,  proved,  that  (^  rec^at 
was  not  entitled  to  any  tidies.  That  endowments  were  con- 
stantly produced,  in  which  no  mention  of  a  modus  could  be 
found,  and  yet  modus^s  were  constantly  established.  That, 
with  regard  to  the  inquisitions,  it  was  no  part  of  the  doty 
of  the  persons  by  whom  they  were  returned,  to  state  the  na- 
ture of  the  value.  That  they  were  governed  by  certain  rules 
as  in  the  case  with  respect  to  fines  and  recoveries  at  the 
present  time,  as  also  with  respect  to  deodands,  where  the  in- 
quiry was  taken  upon  oath,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  Crown, 
but  which  were  notoriously  incorrect  as  to  value.  That  it 
could  not  be  imagined  that  the  castle  or  mansi6n  of  the 
Earl  of  Chester  should  have  been  worth  5^.,  and  a  dove- 
house,  4«.,  which  was  stated  in  the  inquisition  6  Edw*  2. 
That  it  was  clear  that  these  were  merely  nominal  values, 
probably  fixed  much  in  the  same  manner  as  the  king's  silver 
at  the  present  time.  That  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  left,  how- 
ever, the  weight  due  to  theSe  instruments  fairly  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Jury ;  and  all  that  could  be  said  on  the 
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Other  side  waa,  that  he  did  not  direct  the  Jury  that  they  1831. 
vrete  entitled  to  imphcit  credence  (a).  The  following  cases 
were  referred  to  on  the  part  of  the  occupiers:  Vaughion 
Y.  Smith  {b)f  SeweU  v.  Bailey  (c),  Fairfax  ▼•  Holdt^ 
worth  {d),  Lord  Redeadale  t«  Walby  {e\  Elers  v.  Thorns 
ley  i/)s  Short  v.  Lee  (g),  and  the  Homchurch  case  (A). 

Alexander,  L,  C.  B. — I  think  that  there  ought  not  to 
be  any  new  trial  in  this  case,  and  that  the  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  at  law  (the  de- 
fendants in  equity)i  the  occupiers,  who  insist  on  the  mo« 
dus,  there  was  proved  as  clear  an  usage  back,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  140  or  150  years,  as  I  have  ever  known  in  the 
course  of  my  experience :  an  usage  not  proceeding  from 
persons  who  were  mere  occasional  inhabitants  on  the  one 
side,  and  incumbents  for  a  short  time  on  the  other,  but  an 
acquiescence,  not  only  by  incumbents,  but  by  the  persons 
who  were  the  owners  of  the  advowson,  and  who  had  there- 
fore a  greater  interest  than  usual  in  sustaining  the  emolu-> 
ments  of  this  living.  It  is  generally  only  the  incumbent 
who  gives  currency  to  the  evidence  of  the  modus ;  but  here 
it  was  both  the  incumbent  and  the  patron,  for  they  hap- 
pened to  be  the  same  person.  There  is  also  this  addition- 
al circumstance,  that  the  advowson  was  purchased  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  this  payment,  so  that 
the  present  is  as  strong  a  case  against  the.  parson  who 
makes  the  claim  for  tithes  in  kind,  as  can  possibly  be  stat- 
ed*   Whenever  such  an  usage  is  proved,  though  the  rules 

(a J  The  arguments  in  this  case .  (c)  I  Russ*  239. 

were  very  elaborate  and  extend-  (<Q  Ante,  79. 

ed,  and  were  addressed  to  the  evi-  (e)  Ante,  202. 

dence  in  detui.  As  they  are,  how-  {/)  N6t  reported, 

ever,  referred  to  in  the  judgment  (g)  2  Jac.  &  W.  464;  3  E.  & 

of  the  Court,  the  above  short  sum-  Y.  1013. 

mary  of  them  is  considered  suffi-  (A)  Morgan  v.  Tyler,  cited  in 

cient.  Short  v.  Lee, 

{b)  Not  reported. 

r2 
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IPdl.  of  law  entitle  the  parson  to  set  it  aside  if  he  can  make  out 
a  proper  case,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  due  to  the  respect 
which  ought  to  be  paid  to  ancient  usage  and  to  the  pos- 
sessions of  mankind,  to  require  that  the  evidence  on 
which  it  is  set  aside  should  be  quite  satisfactory.  I  do 
not  say  that  it  must  amount  to  positive  demonstration*  but 
it  ought  to  be  very  satisfactory  indeed ;  for  men  buy  and 
sell  according  to  usages  established  by  such  length  of 
time.  To  set  aside  such  an  usage,  so  distinctly  proved, 
the  evidence  ought  to  be  extremely  clear.  Since  I  have 
sat  in  this  place,  I  have  always  proceeded  on  that  princi- 
ple. I  have  been  obliged,  more  than  once,  on  distinct 
evidence,  to  set  aside  very  ancient  usages,  and  that,  with- 
out even  referring  the  question  to  a  Jury,  when  I  found, 
in  authentic  records,  manifest  evidence  that  there  was  a 
time,  after  the  commencement  of  legal  memory,  at  which 
that  usage  had  not  prevailed.  In  those  cases  the  question 
turned  on  clear  expressions  in  ancient  instruments,  which 
could  not  mislead ;  and  I  was  perfectly  satisfied  that  the 
usage  had  a  late  commencement.  Such  was  the  Horn- 
church  case  (a),  in  which  I  think  I  was  counsel ;  there  the 
modus  was  set  aside,  and  I  think  without  a  trial,  on  clear 
evidence  of  the  receipt  of  tithe  of  hay  in  kind,  coming  out 
of  the  muniments  of  the  hospital.  But  I  repeat,  that  I 
think  it  is  due  to  ancient  usage,  not  to  set  it  aside  without 
irery  cogent  evidence. 

Now,  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  directed  to  three  points, 
any  one  of  which  would  undoubtedly  have  been  sufficient 
to  set  aside  the  usage,  if  the  defendant  had  made  it  out 
The  first  is,  that  tithes  in  kind  had  been  rendered  after 
the  time  of  legal  memory.  The  second  is,  that  the  boun- 
daries of  this  place  could  not  anciently  be  the  boundaries 
now  insisted  upon.  The  third  and  last  is,  that  the  pay- 
ment is  rank;  that  is,  that  the  circumstances  shew  that  it 
is  so  very  large  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  for  the  district 

(a)  Morgan  y.  Tykr,  cited  in  Short  v.  Lee^  2  Jac.  &  W.  464;  3  E. 
&  Y.  1013. 
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for  which  it  is  pleaded,  that  it  must  have  had  an  origin  at         1831 
a  period  when  the  value  of  money  was  much  less  than  it 
was  at  the  time  of  legal  memory.     I  will  take  these,  as 
shortly  as  I  can,  in  succession. 

The  whole  evidence,  which  is  directed  to  the  first  point, 
fix.  that  tithes  in  kind  have  been  paid,  is  the  document 
dated  in  1S49,  in  which  it  appears  that  the  tithes  of  the 
Pcnrks  as  it  is  called,  are  reserved.  What  that  document 
is,  I  am  totally  unable  to  understand.  To  those  who  see 
nothing  but  the  document  itself,  it  appears  to  be  the  in- 
strument of  persons  who  had  no  authority,  and  that  they 
attempt  to  do  that  which  by  law  no  person  can  do.  It  is  an 
allotment  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  to  the  rector,  which  he 
would  have  had  without  any  allotment.  The  word  "  tithes'* 
is  a  word  of  equivocal  meaning,  and  may,  according  to  cir- 
cumstances, either  mean  tithes  in  kind,  or  mean  that 
which  is  in  lieu  of  tithes  in  kind,  a  money  payment.  No- 
thing, so  far  as  I  can  guess  the  object  of  that  instrument, 
required  the  persons  penning  it  to  direct  their  particular 
attention,  in  order  to  express,  with  great  distinctness,  what 
the  ecclesiastical  emoluments  were,  which  the  rector  was 
to  have;  because  they  meant  only  to  say,  that  the  rector 
should  not  have  those  particular  tithes,  whatever  they  were, 
whether  moduses  or  tithes  in  kind.  It  was  only  a  prohi- 
bition and  exclusion  of  his  right  to  that  extent.  It  was 
immaterial  how  that  prohibition  was  expressed,  provided 
the  instrument  pointed  out  the  ecclesiastical  emoluments, 
which,  without  that  provision,  the  rector  would  necessarily 
have  been  entitled  to.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  part 
of  the  case  totally  fails,  it  rests  on  no  plausible  foundation 
whatever;  for  the  expression  is  quite  equivocal,  and  it  is 
the  only  one  on  which  this  part  of  the  case  is  attempted  to 
be  maintained. 

The  next  point  was,  with  respect  to  the  boundaries*  It 
is  undoubtedly  a  rule  of  pleading  on  these  subjects,  that, 
where  a  modus  is  sought  to  be  set  up  for  any  particular 
dbtrict  of  land,  the  person  who  insists  on  such  modus  must 
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1831.  describe  accurately  the  boundaries  and  extent  and  limils 
of  the  land,  whichi  be  alleges,  are  covered  by  the  modus, 
so  that  the  parson  may  know  where  to  look  for  his  modus* 
This,  however,  has  some  limits,  as  I  shewed  in  my  judgment 
in  the  late  case  of  Mudd  v.  Wrighi  (a),  where  I  did  not  con- 
sider a  very  trifling  and  immaterial  variation  in  the  boun* 
daries  sufficient  to  destroy  the  modus. 

In  this  case  the  vord  park  is  used,  and  the  modus  sought 
to  be  established  is  said  to  be  a  modus  covering  the  park 
of  AUesley;  and  if  the  issue  were,  whether  there  was  an 
andent  park  at  Allesley^  of  the  limits  and  boundaries  set 
out  in  the  pleadings,  and  described  by  the  witnesses,  I 
siiould  think  that  the  documents  which  have  been  used  in 
order  to  disprove  that  part  of  the  defendants'  case,  merited 
the  highest  attention.  Still  I  should  have  thought,  that, 
though  they  deserved  the  highest  attention,  and  might 
have  great  weight  in  disproving  the  boundaries,  which  the 
occupiers  were  bound  to  make  out  on  their  part,  it  was  a 
matter  to  be  submitted  to  a  Jury ;  and  that  the  eridence 
produced  was  not  conclusive  on  the  subject:  I  think  it 
would  have  been  exclusively  for  their  decision;  and  thai 
whatever  way  it  might  have  been  found,  I  should  not  have 
acted  against  it.  The  evidence  respecting  this  part  of  the 
case  rests,  chiefly,  on  the  ancient  inquisitions,  of  which  I 
need  not  state  the  expressions  or  the  nature*  They  state 
thb  park  to  be  of  the  extent  of  thirty  acres.  But  I  think 
the  whole  of  this  argument  proceeds  on  a  misconception. 
The  issue  was  not,  whether  there  was  an  ancient  park  of 
the  name  of  AUesley  Park^  of  the  extent  and  limits  and 
boundaries  described,  but  whether  that  district,  which  is 
now  called,  and  for  a  great  length  of  time  appears  to  have 
been  called,  AUesley  Park^  is  covered  by  the  ancient  mo- 
dus sought  to  be  established.  And  the  moment  the  plain- 
tiffs, on  whom  the  issue  was  thrown,  proved  the  existence 
of  the  limits,  and  that  the  lands  included  within  those  li^ 

(a)  AnUyipAAT* 
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mits  were  known  at  this  day  by  the  name  given  to  thenii  1^31. 
and  that,  in  point  of  fitct,  tithes  in  kind  had  never  been 
rendered  for  these  particular  landsy  but  that  the  modus  in 
question  had  been  paid  for  them,  they  have  made  out  their 
case ;  the  issue  not  being,  whether  there  is  an  ancient  farm  or 
an  ancient  park  called  AUe^teyPark;  but  whether  this  A\a* 
trict,  which  now  appears  to  be  called  Attesley  Pari^  was  co* 
vered  by  such  a  modus.  I  think,  therefore,  the  whole  of  the 
ailment  respecting  the  park  containing  only  thirty  acresi 
proceeds  on  a  misconception  of  that  ^ich  is  the  teal  issue 
between  the  parties.  It  is  not  enough  to  say,  that  all  this 
may  be  a  mistake  $  I  think  it  must  be  shewn  that  it  is  a 
mistake,  in  order  to  authorise  us  to  set  aside  this  ancient 
nsage.  If  I  w»re  to  conjecture  about  it,  I  should  imagine 
diat  the  whole  of  the  demesne  lands  formerly  in  the  hands 
of  Lord  ffasiings,  or  his  ancestors,  had.  been  covered 
by  this  payment;  and  that,  though  the  smaller  district 
might,  defcudOy  have  been  formed  into  a  piurk,  the  whole 
district  originally,  or  by  degrees,  became  inoluded  in  that 
name.  That  conjecture  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  a  suffix 
eient  answer  to  all  the  documents  which  have  been  produc-> 
ed.  Many  imi^ortant  observations  arise  upon  the  face  of 
the  documents,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  at  all  necessary  to 
enter  into  them*  Many  circumstances  concur  in  making 
me  think  that  those  documents  were  very  inaccurate  repre* 
sentations  of  what  they  purport  to  describe:  but  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  go  into  this  question  after  what  I  have 
stated  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  issue  between  the 
parties  on  this  record. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  rank  modus. 
Upon  this  point,  many  of  the  documents  used  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  boundaries,  have  been  brought  to  bear;  and  they 
have  certainly  some  effect.  But  every  person  acquaint^ 
ed  with  the  subject  will  recollect,  that,  in  questions  of  rank- 
ness,  all  Judges  have  said,  that  it  is  not  to  be  weighed  in 
very  nice  scales;  for  that  great  lords  and  other  individuals 
would  be  disposed  to  give  a  great  deal  more  than  the  value 
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1831.  of  the  tithes,  in  order  to  be  rid  of  the  annoyance  which  that 
right  sometimes  introduces.  But,  at  the  same  time,  there 
must  be  limits  to  this  observation.  I  think  the  observa- 
tions which  I  have  made  already  on  the  question  of  the 
boundaries,  will  shew  very  clearly  the  inclination  of  my  mind 
on  thb  subject.  The  argument  on  the  rankness  arose  very 
much  on  the  small  limits  which  are  supposed  to  be  covered 
by  this  modus;  but,  as  I  am  not  satisfied  that  there  is  any 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  limits  were  so  confined,  and  as  I 
think  that  they  may  have  been  much  more  extensive,  I 
think  that  the  argument  of  rankness  entirely  fiiils.  The 
same  observations  will  be  an  answer  to  the  arguments  re- 
specting the  bailiff's  accounts.  Those  accounts  relate  to 
the  park  only ;  but  if  I  consider  this  modus  to  cover  a  more 
extensive  district  than  that  which  is  strictly  the  park,  there 
is  an  end  to  the  arguments  on  these  documents ;  for,  un- 
doubtedly, they  refer  only  to  the  park.  I  think,  therefore, 
upon  the  whole,  that  no  sufficient  case  has  been  made  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  this  is  a  bad  modus,  on  any  of  the 
grounds  contended  for ;  and  that  we  ought  to  support  this 
ancient  usage,  proved  to  have  existed  for  nearly  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  years,  under  the  strong  circumstances  which 
I  have  mentioned.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  there 
ought  not  to  be  a  new  trial.  I  think,  also,  that  I  ought  not  to 
consider  whether  I  made  exactly  the  same  observations  to 
the  Jury  in  this  case,  which  I  should  have  made,  had  I  had 
the  benefit  of  such  an  extended  argument  as  I  have  since 
heard.  I  think  it  enough  for  me  to  feel,  that,  whatever  ob- 
servations ought  to  have  been  made,  the  Jury  might  very 
reasonably  have  come  to  that  conclusion  to  which  they 
have  in  fact  come;  and,  if  I  am  satisfied  of  that,  I  ought 
not  to  give  to  the  party  a  new  trial.  My  opinion  is,  that 
this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Bayley,  B. — I  concur  entirely  with  my  Lord  Chief 
Baron>  that  the  rule  in  this  case  ought  to  be  discharged. 
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The  issue  was,  whether  that  which  now  passes  by  the  1831. 
name  o{  AUesley  Pairt,  and  which  contains  three  hundred 
and  twenty-seven  acres,  is  or  is  not  covered  by  a  payment 
of  S/.  &«  Sd.  a-year,  payable  at  a  given  period  in  that  year. 
How  long  that  which  is  now  called  the  park  has  had  that 
appellation  attached  to  it,  or  whether  the  whole  or  any 
part  originally  passed  by  that  name,  we  have  no  means  of 
ascertaining;  but,  for  the  last  one  hundred  and  thirty-five 
years,  namely,  from  the  time  of  the  conveyance  of  169S,  it 
has  had  the  name  of  AUesley  Park^  and  has  comprehend- 
ed the  whole  district  which  is  the  subject  in  dispute;  but, 
in  ancient  times,  whether  the  whole  of  that  was  what  may 
be  denominated  a  park,  or  part  only  a  park,  and  the  rest 
of  it  might  be  considered  as  forming  the  park  estate,  own- 
ed with  the  park,  and  probably,  at  the  same  time,  occupi- 
ed with  what  might  strictly  be  called  park  property,  the 
evidence  is  doubtfuL  The  case  has  been  decided  by  a 
Jury,  and  the  reason  for  which  we  are  required  to  send  it 
down  again  to  another  Jury  is,  that  there  are  ancient  do- 
cuments, from  which  it  b  supposed  the  Jury  have  drawn 
a  wrong  conclusion. 

I  think,  when  we  look  minutely  at  these  documents,  it 
will  be  found  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  weight 
which  the  counsel  in  support  of  the  rule  seem  to  think 
they  are  entitled  to  receive.  But  whatever  be  their 
weight,  unless  we  can  see  satisfactorily,  either  that  the 
verdict  is  against  evidence,  or  that  some  plain  ground  is 
furnished  by  such  documentary  evidence,  which  would  sa- 
tisfy us  that  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  is  not  a  right  verdict, 
or  unless  there  had  been  some  mbdirection  on  the  part  of 
my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  who  tried  this  cause,  we  ought  not 
to  grant  a  new  trial;  especially,  as  in  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion, it  is  for  the  peace  of  the  parish  that  the  litigation 
should  be  brought  to  as  speedy  a  termination  as  justice  will 
allow. 

In  tills  case,  three  questions  arise — First,  has  this  pay- 
ment been  made  beyond  the  time  of  legal  memory?  Second- 
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1831 .        ly^  has  it  been  made  for  and  in  reapect  of  these  three  hun* 
dred  and  twenty  seven  acres  ?  And  thirdltf,  is  it  or  is  it  not 
so  disproportionate  to  what  may  be  supposed  to  have  been 
the  value  of  the  tithes  of  this  district,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  legal  memory,  as  to  be  unavailable  on  the  ground 
of  rankness.    These  are  the  three  points  for  o6nsidenition. 
First.  In  order  to  make  out  that  the  payment  did  not 
commence  until  after  the  period  of  legal  memory,  a  docu- 
ment, of  the  date  of  1249,  is  relied  upon;  and  that  is  the 
only  document,  and  the  only  piece  of  evidence  in  the  case, 
from  which  payment,  within  the  time  of  legal  memory,  of 
tithes  in  kind  is  attempted  to  be  inferred,  with,  perhaps, 
the  single  exception  of  an  observation  which  may  be  made 
on  the  bailiff's  accounts.     Now,  when  we  look  at  this  in- 
strument on  which  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  has  fully  com« 
mented,  what  is  it?    Not  an  instrument  to  which  the  pa- 
tron, or  the  owner  of  the  estate  in  question,  is  a  party.     It 
is  an  instrument  by  which  certain  persons,  professing  to 
act  as  commissioners  for  the  priory  and  convent  o(  Coventry , 
take  upon  themselves  to  assign  to  the  rector  of  AUeslejf 
all  the  tithes  and  oblations  belonging  to  that  church,  with 
the  exception  of  the  tithes  of  AUesley  Park;  and  it  is  from 
the  language  in  which  that  exception  is  couched,  that  it  has 
been  contended  that  we  are  bound  to  infer,  that  tithes  in 
kind  were  payable  at  that  period;  and  that,  in  his  obser- 
vations to  the  Jury  in  that  particular,  my  Lord  Chief  Ba- 
ron was  incorrect,  his  observations  in  that  respect  being, 
that  the  word  *'  tithes'*  in  that  instrument  did  not  neces- 
sarily import  tithe  in  kind,  but  might  be  satisfied  with  a 
customary  payment  (if  that  customary  payment  at  that  pe- 
riod existed)  in  lieu  of  tithe.     In  judging  what  meaning  is 
to  be  attached  to  a  particular  instrument,  whether  of  an- 
cient or  of  modern  date,  it  is  material  to  consider  what  in* 
formation  the  persons  who  speak  by  such  instrument  may 
be  likely  to  have  on  the  subject,  and  how  far  they  would 
be  likely  to  use  the  most  accurate  language.     Now,  all 
they  say  in  this  case  is,  we  give  you  every  thing  but  one 
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subject,  on  which  we  do  not  act,  we  leave  the  tithe  of  the  1831. 
park  of  AUesley  as  we  find  it.  Does  that  of  necessity 
meaii  that  tithe  was  payable  in  kind?  If,  for  fifty  years  be« 
fore  that  period,  there  had  been  an  agreement  by  which  the 
money  payment  of  S2L6«.8<f,  was  to  be  paid  in  lieu  of  tithe  of 
this  park,  it  would  be  natural  enough  that  they  should  use 
this  word  '*  tithe,"  because  it  was  not  material  in  that  docu* 
ment  that  they  should  distinguish  whether  the  tithe  was 
payaUe  in  kind  or  by  a  money  payment,  the  manner  of 
payment  of  the  tithe  being  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  ob- 
ject with  which  that  exception  was  introduced. 

The  next  document  relied  on  was  a  document  of  the 
date  of  1279,  the  object  of  which  was  to  satisfy  our  minds, 
that  the  pajrment,  though  it  might  have  been  immemorial, 
had  not  been  made  for  the  327  acres,  but  for  a  much  less 
qoantityy  because  AUesley  Park  is  in  that  document  de- 
scribed as  containing  30  acres  only.  Whether  that  be  an 
accurate  description  of  the  quantity  of  land  which  at  that 
time  was  considered  the  demesnes  oi  AUesley  Park,  or  whe- 
ther **  the  acre"  at  that  period  meant  the  same  quantity 
which  is  denominated  by  an  acre  now,  we  do  not  know. 
Many  obsenrations  were  made  on  this  document,  but  I 
think  the  true  answer  to  this  document,  in  the  attempt 
made  to  apply  it  to  the  present  case,  is,  that  there  might 
be  a  park  of  30  acres,  and  of  30  acres  only,  at  that  period 
of  time,  but  that  such  park  did  not  constitute  the  fiiU  ex** 
tent  of  diose  demesnes  for  which  the  3/.  6s.  6d,  was  paid, 
but  that  it  constituted  a  part,  and  a  very  inconsiderable 
part,  of  the  land  covered  by  this  payment.  I  therefore 
think,  that  this  document  does  not  furnish  a  satisfactory 
ground  for  believing,  that,  at  that  time,  the  land  covered 
by  the  payment  now  under  consideration  consisted  of  30 
acres,  and  of  30  acres  only. 

The  bulk  of  the  residue  of  the  evidence  will  be  found, 
in  a  great  degree,  to  apply  to  the  questiou  of  rankness. 
Now,  on  the  question  of  rankness,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  this  is  a  farm  modus,  covering  a  large  portion  of  land. 
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1831.  It  is  a  modus  to  which  the  patron  of  the  living  is  one  of 
the  parties;  and  it  is  not  very  improbable^  that  the  patron 
of  the  living,  who  was  to  protect  his  land  for  all  periods  of 
time,  and  who  was  to  have  the  power  of  conferring  that 
living  upon  the  personal  object  of  his  consideration,  should, 
with  a  view  to  perfect  the  future  security  of  his  estate, 
make  a  fair  and  Hberal  compensation  to  the  rector  of  the 
parish.  It  is  not  improbable,  that,  under  such  circum- 
stances, he  should  be  liberal  as  to  the  amount  of  the  mo- 
ney to  be  given  by  way  of  modus  or  compensation  for  the 
tithe.  Besides,  on  calculation,  the  sum  does  not  amount  to 
quite  Sid. per  acre;  which  is  certainly  not  a  large  quantum 
per  acre.  Moduses  have  been  attempted  to  be  established, 
in  which  the  sum  per  acre  was  much  larger,  and  I  believe 
a  farm  modus  has  been  actually  established  (and  a  distinc- 
tion has  been  from  time  to  time  made  between  farm  mo- 
duses and  others,  allowing  a  greater  degree  of  Hberality 
in  respect  of  farm  moduses),  in  which  is. per  acre  was  not 
considered  as  too  high  (a).  You  cannot,  therefore,  predi- 
cate of  a  farm  modus,  that  it  must  of  necessity  be  too 
high,  when  it  is  2icL,  or  2id.per  acre. 

In  order  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  payment  of  3/.  69. 
8d.,  could  not  have  been  immemorial.  Pope  Nicholas*  Tax- 
ation was  relied  upon;  and  it  was  said,  that  the  payment 
bore  so  large  a  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  whole  tithe, 
being  five  marks,  and  the  whole  tithe  being  described  in 
Pope  Nicholas'  Taxation  as  of  the  value  of  twelve,  tbat 
it  was  impossible  to  suppose  that  this  money  payment 
could  have  been  made  at  that  time.  Thb  of  course  was  a 
matter  of  observation,  and  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Jury,  The  Jury  would  have  to  consider,  on  the  one  hand, 
whether  they  were  satisfied  that,  in  that  particular.  Pope 
Nicholas*  Taxation  was  or  was  not  correct,  and  whether 
it  did  or  did  not  truly  and  accurately  state  the  full  amount 
of  money  which  was  the  value  of  the  living  in  question. 

(a)  OXonnor  v.  Cook,  6  Ves.  665,  8  Ves.  536;  2  B.  &  Y.  496. 
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That  was  a  qnestion  for  them;  and  perhaps,  if  they  had  1831. 
drawn  a  contrary  conclusion  in  this  case,  I  might  not,  in 
any  respect,  have  been  dissatisfied  with  it.  But,  Pope 
Nieiokui'  Taxation  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  one  of  the  strong- 
eat  grounds  against  the  present  verdict,  and  that  having 
been  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  without 
any  observation  which  could  in  any  respect  mislead  them, 
it  does  not  furnish  any  material  ground  on  which  the  pre- 
sent verdict  can  properly  be  set  aside. 
.  The  Nojue  Rolls,  and  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  are 
open  to  pretty  nearly  the  same  observation.  The  Nonce 
Rolls  followed  the  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas;  and  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Survey  putsthe  value  of  the  property  in  question 
at  about  17  marks  and  a  fraction,  raising  it  considerably 
higher  certainly  than  it  was  in  Pope  Nicholas'  Taxation. 
There  were  two  or  three  inquisitions  about  that  period, 
which  were  presented  to  the  consideration  of  the  Jury, 
and  from  which  it  was  inferred,  that  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty in  question  was  so  inconsiderable  at  that  period,  that 
it  was  impossible  there  could  have  been  SI.  6s.  8d.  payable 
by  way  of  composition  for  the  tithe.  Now,  when  we  look 
at  the  value  which  is  put  on  the  amount  of  the  property 
to  which  these  inquisitions  refer,  it  certainly  appears,  that, 
in  several  instances,  they  put  the  value  so  low,  that  I  am 
not  surprised  that  a  Jury  should  consider  that  they  could 
not  place  any  reliance  upon  them. 

The  bailiff's  accounts  were  materially  pressed  upon  our 
consideration,  and  I  think  they  admit  of  plain  and  easy 
answers.  They  were  produced  for  the  purpose  of  satis- 
fying the  Court,  that,  from  the  rents  with  which  the  bailiff 
charged  himself,  it  was  impossible  that  the  whole  property 
could,  at  that  period  of  time,  have  been  of  such  an  amount, 
as  could  in  any  respect  make  3/.  6s.  8e/.  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  tithes;  and  they  were  adduced  also  for 
the  purpose  of  implying,  that,  if  the  sum  of  S/.  6^.  8d.  was 
at  that  time  payable,  it  was  to  be  expected  that  the  bailiff, 
in  discharging  himself  in  his  account,  would  have  taken 
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1831,  notice  of  the  paycdentt  in  dbchatrge  of  that  sum  of  money. 
Now,  in  the  first  placet  when  we  look  at  Ae  bailiff's  ac- 
counts,  with  what  does  the  bailiff  debit  himself?  He  de« 
bits  himself  with  8L  Ss.  M.  for  the  farm  and  the  agistment 
of  the  park  then  demised.  The  first  question  I  would  ask 
on  that  is,  what  was  the  extent  of  that  park?  Was  it  the 
whole  S27  acres,  or  not  ?  On  that  this  document  is  per-' 
fectly  silent?  It  might  be  that  park  which  had  been  men- 
tioned in  the  early  inquisition  as  being  80  acres,  and  of 
much  smaller  dimensioiis  and  extent  than  that  which  now. 
has  acquired  the  name,  and  passes  by  the  name  of  AUes^ 
ley  Park,  containing  327  acres.  Therefore,  we  are  at  a 
loss  to  know,  in  these  bailiff's  accounts,  what  was  the  ex- 
tent of  the  agbtment  of  th6  piirk.  Well,  then,  what  ia 
meant  by  the  agistment?  Does  that  give  to  the  tenant 
the  full  possession  of  the  land,  the  sole  and  exclusive  oc- 
cupation, with  all  the  pasturage  and  all  the  privileges?  or 
does  it  merely  give^him,  at  certain  periods  of  the  yeaf,  Ae 
power  of  turning  in  his  cattle,  and  feeding  them  on  the 
grass?  Is  the  whole  of  it,  in  the  first  place,  in  pasturage? 
Is  there  to  be  no  hay. made?  Is  the  lord  to  be  excluded! 
All  this  would  depend  on  the  bargain  which  the  bailiff 
from  time  to  time  made  on  behalf  of  his  lord  with  the  per- 
son hiring  the  agistment.  The  agistment  may  imply,  that 
the  lord  is  to  have  his  hay,  that  the  lord  is  to  be  at  liberty 
to  turn  in  cattle  of  his  own;  but  that,  subject  to  the  lord's 
rights  in  these  respects,  the  tenant,  or  person  to  whom  the 
agistment  is  let,  shall  have  the  power  of  turning  in  and 
taking  cattle  of  other  persons.  Now,  considering  the 
loose  language  in  which  the  agistment  of  the  park  is  men- 
tioned, and  without  knowing  what  was  meaat  by  the  park 
fit  that  period  of  time,  these  bailiff's  accounts  do  not  seem 
to  me  to  furnish  any  ground  which  enables  me  to  say  dis- 
tinctly for  what  that  sum  of  8/.  S««  M,  was  paid.  But  it  is 
said,  that,  if  this  payment  was  at  that  time  made,  it  is  na- 
tural to  expect  that  the  bailiff  would  have  discharged  hha- 
self,  by  shewing  that  he  had  made  that  payment;  that, 
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however,  would  depend  on  this,  whetbei  he  was  to  be  the         1^1- 

hand  by  which  the  payment  was  to  be  made.     It  might 

be,  that  the  person  to  whom  the  agistment  was  let,  might, 

by  the  bargain,  be  the  person  to  pay  this  8L  6s.  8dL,  or  it 

might  be,  that  the  receiver,  to  whom  the  baiUff  from  time 

to  time  made  his  payments,  was  the  person  by  whom  the 

S/.  Gs.  8d.  was  to  be  paid;  for  it  will  appear,  that,  in  every 

one  of  those  documents,  there  is  a  balance  paid  by  the 

baiBff  to  the  receiver,  and  it  is  quite  as  natural  to  suppose 

that  the  receiver  would  be  the  person  by  #hom  this  8L  6g. 

8d.  was  to  be  paid,  as  that  it  dbbuU  be  paid  by  the  bailiff*. 

Having  made  the^  observations  with  respect  to  the  ef- 
feet  of  the  baififf *8  entries,  I  now  come  to  the  consideration 
of  the  Ites^  in  the  time  of  Edtoatd  the  6th,  and  of  Philip 
and  Mary,  and  the  conveyance  Or  mortgage  for  600/* 
Now  th^  lease  is  at  a  rent  of  S0/«  per  annum,  but  whether 
any  fine  wIm  paid  does  not  appear.  The  lease  itself  is 
not  produced,,  and  we  are  ^orant  whether  it  is  in  exist- 
ence, or  what  lands  it  comprehended^  It.has  been  assumed 
that  the  lease  oentaihed  the  whole  387  acresy  and  it  might 
do  so,  but  it  is  very  doubtful;  what  is  professed  to  be  grant* 
ed  by  it,  is,  what  at  that  time  Was  AUesIey  Park,  inclosed 
with  pales;  whether  the  whole  S27  acres  or  less,  it  is  im- 
poasible  to  say:  and  this  does  not  fiimish  a  sufficient 
ground  for  a  new  trial.  . 

The  second  lease^  which  was  granted  i^  40/«  a-year,  is  a 
lease  granted  in  consideration,  not  only  of  that  rent,  hut 
also  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  the  said  Lord  Aberga^ 
venny  in  his  need  disbursed;  what  proportion,  therefore, 
might  be  paid  by  way  of  fine,  in  order  to  get  that  lease,  is  a 
point  on  which  this  evidence  fails.  The  extent  of  what  is 
granted  by  that  lease  depends  on  what  was  the  extent  of  the 
inclosed  park  at  that  time:  whether  that  did  or  did  not  in- 
clude the  3S7  acres,  or  whether  it  applied  only  to  a  limited 
district,  is  a  point  on  which  the  evidence  in  the  case  leaves 
us  entirely,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  the  dark.  And  I  think> 
in  that  respect,  it  does  not  furnish  a  ground  on  which  we 


S42  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1831.  can  safely  act.  The  conveyance  is  a  conveyance  by  way 
of  mortgage,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  400/.  lent;  and 
there  is  a  stipulation  for  the  payment  of  800L  more,  if 
Lord  Abergavenny  shall  not  make  his  payment  within  the 
period  of  time,  within  which,  according  to  the  stipulation 
in  the  mortgage,  it  was  required  he  should  make  it; 
and  in  that  event  the  mortgagee  is,  on  the  payment  of 
200/.  in  addition,  to  be  entitled  to  claim  a  conveyance  of 
the  estate.  Now,  what  is  it  that  this  instrument  passes? 
If  it  applies  to  the  whole  S27  acres,  I  admit  that  it  would 
be  a  strong  document  against  the  present  verdict,  for  it 
would  shew  that,  at  that  period  of  time,  600/.  was  con- 
sidered as  being  the  full  value  of  the  property  in  question. 
But  it  seems  to  me  to  admit  of  a  fair  matter  of  doubt,  whe- 
ther it  does  apply  to  the  whole  of  the  S27  acres  or  not.  I 
am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  that  instrument  does  not 
furnish  any  solid,  safe,  or  satisfactory  ground,  on  which 
we  can  say,  that  this  verdict  ought  to  be  disturbed. 

Looking  at  all  the  documents,  it  seems  to  me,  that  no* 
thing  furnishes  any  thing  like  a  substantial  ground  for 
questioning  the  propriety  of  the  present  verdict,  except 
the  Taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas^  where  the  value  of  the 
whole  living  is  described  as  being  twelve  marks,  the  Nonm 
Rolls,  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey ,  and  this  mortgage.  They 
do  not,  however,  as  it  seems  to  me,  furnish  any  satisfactory 
ground  upon  which  we  can  approach  to  any  thing  like  cer- 
tainty that  the  present  verdict  is  wrong,  or  that  a  difier- 
ent  Jury  ought  not  to  come  to  a  similar  conclusion,  or  that 
a  contrary  conclusion  would  be  one  which  would  ultimate- 
ly decide  what  would  be  just  between  the  parties.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharg- 
ed. 

Garrow  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  all  the  reasoning  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  my  brother  Baj/ley,  on  the 
several  documents  and  on  the  evidence  which  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Jury;  and  I  shall  confine  myself  to  the 
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obaervation  presaed  on  the  Court,  of  the  verdict's  being  1^31'- 
unsatisfactoryi  from  what  fell  from  the  learned  Judge  who 
tried  the  issue*  The  ground  of  complaint  was,  that 
his  Lordship  left  the  Jury  so  impressed  with  his  opin- 
ion^  that  it  was  not  their  finding.  Now,  it  appears  that 
the  documents  were  not  in  any  mianner  withdrawn  from 
the  consideration  of  the  Jury,  and  that  the  Judge  told 
them,  that,  according  to  the  impression  on  their  minds  of 
the  accuracy  or  inaccuracy  of  those  documents,  they  would 
find  either  the  one.  way  or  the  other.  Is  it  to  be  suppos- 
ed that  a  Judge  is  to  be  a  mere  note  taker,  and  never  to 
express  his  opinion?  If  such  a  rule  could  prevail,  Juries 
and  Judges  would  indeed  have  reason  to  complain,  and 
ao  would  the  Court  directing  the  issue.  *  I  know  that  Lord 
Ekbmhtm  said,  and  acted  upon  it,  that  a  verdict  was  unsatis- 
fiictory  and  piust  go  back  again,  unless  the  Judge  who  tried- 
it  assisted  the  Jury  both  as  to  the  law  and  as  to  the  facts 
of  the  case.  I  think  this  verdict  ought  not  to  be  set  aside, 
and  that  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

Vauohan,  B. — Having  listened  with  earnest  attention 
to  the  very  able  arguments  that  have  been  addressed  to 
the  Court  in  support  of  this  rule,  and  having  also  listened 
to  the  elaborate  judgments  given  by  my  learned  brothers^ 
who  have  preceded  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged.  I  do  not  regret  that  this  has  been: 
made  the  suhgect  of  much  discussion,  because  it  is  not 
enough  merely  that  justice  should  be  administered  between 
the  parties,  but  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  adminis- 
tered according  to  their  just  and  reasonable  expectations. 

This  is  an  issue  directed  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  for 
the  purpose  of  satisfying  his  conscience,  and  with  a  view 
to  assist  him  in  administering  that  relief  in  equity,  to  which 
the  parties  to  the  bill  may  ultimately  appear  to  be  entitled. 
I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  it  was  competent  to  my  Lord 
Chief  Baron,  if  he  had  been  so  disposed,  to  have  assumed 

VOL.  I.  s 
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1831 .  to  bidns^If  the  determination  of  every  mstter  of  Act  aog^ 
gested  by  this  record;  but  it  bas  been  the  practioe,  tnoro 
especially  of  hte  yearsi  to  send  diese  matters  to  tlie  const*' 
deration  of  a  Jury. 

It  wBl  be  remembered,  however^  that  the  point  to  be 
decided  on  this  issue  is  a  pure  matter  of  fact :  the  issue 
being,  whether  a  certain  tract  or  district  of  tend,  compris- 
ing kbont  827  acres,  caUed  AUe^ley  Parity  was  or  was  not 
covered  by  a  modus  or  money  payment  of  S^  6««  9fdU 

That  issue  involved  two  propositions,  ^r^/,  the  identity 
of  the  land,  because  it  certainly  was  incumbent  on  die  plains 
tiffi  to  shew  that  the  modus  applied  to  the  partiralar  lands 
which  were  referred  to  in  the  proceedings  in  equiQr ;  and 
it  was  necessary  to  shew  tiiat  these  particular  lands  were 
the  subject  of  this  tasmey  payment.  And,  seecmUy,  the 
antiquity  of  the  payment,  it  being  necessary  to  0bew  that 
tills  payment  had  existed  fnUn  time  immemorial.  The  af- 
firmativeof  die  issue  was  upon  the  plaintiffsat  law,  the 
defendants  in  e^uityj  and  being  on  theAs,  it  was  inCambait 
on  the  plaintiffs,  beyond  all  question,  to  make  out  these 
tw6  propositions  to  the  satisfaction  of  tlie  Jury. 

It  appeats  to  me,  that  the  plaintiffi  at  law  have  establish- 
ed both  th^se  propositions  in  the  only  way  in  v^nch  they 
eould  be  Established,  affirmatively  and  negatively-^nc^a- 
tively,  liy  shcfwing  that  no  tithes  in  kind  had  ever,  in  the 
memory  of  the  cddest  witness  that  was  called,  been  paid; 
and  affirmatively,  by  shewing  that  this  money  pa3rment  had 
been  made  uniformly,  without  intermptioni  for  along  sue« 
cession  of  years^  extending,  according  to  the  evidence, 
beyond  all  question,  if  not  as  fiir  back  as  1698,  certainly 
as  far  back  as  1698.  This  appears  to  me  to  differ  from  all 
the  eases  that  have  come  before  me ;  for  I  must  say  I  never, 
in  the  whole  course  of  my  experience,  saw  any  proof  so 
strong,  so  clear,  I  had  almost  said,  so  irresbtible,  as  tbal 
adduced  in  this  case.  From  the  fiibt  of  this  payment  hitv* 
ing  been  made  for  the  period  durmg  which  it  was  proved  to 
have  been  made,  namely,  for  1 30 or  1 40  years,  the  Jury  would 


COURT  OF  EXCHBQUEE.  245 

becaBed  upon  to  conclude  that  it  bad  exbtence  beyond       .  iddl. 
liie  time. of  legal  memorji  unless  there  was  tibe  most  dis- 
tinct, deer,  and  satisfactory  evidence  to  prove  the  origin 
of  that  payment  at  a  subsequent  period. 

With  rsi^»ect  to  the  boundariesi  how  were  they  proved? 
Witnesses  were  caUed,  who  traced  them  out  in  a  map, 
widi  as  much  accuracy  as  could  possibly  be  expected  at  this 
period.  It  is  difficult,  perhaps,  at  this  time,  to  account  for 
the  internal  boundaries,  but  it  is  not  unlikely  they  were  in* 
closures  in  the  park.  It  does  not  appear  to  roe  that  there 
was  any  contradictory  evidence ;  for  it  must  be  remember- 
ed, that  the  issue  was  not  what  was  anciently  the  limit  of 
Attealey  Parif  properly  so  called,  but  what  was  the  limit 
of  the  district  known  by  the  name  of  ABeskjf  Pari,  for 
which  this  payment  had  been  made.  Now,  as  has  been  ob- 
served, it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  plaintiff's  evidence, 
Aat  the  park- might  anciently  have  consiBted  of  thirty  acres 
only ;  and  still  it  does  not  follow  that  this  payment  might  not 
anciently  have  covered  a  much  larger  portion  of  land. 

Supposing  it  to  be  reasonably  made  out,  that  this  pay-' 
ment  applies  to  the  district  called  AUesley  Parity  of  the 
extent  of  3IS7  acres,  is  it  then  to  be  inferred  that  this  pay- 
ment is  .too  large,  under  the  circumstances  ?  In  other  words, 
is  thisa  rank  modus?  The  amount  is  about  9\d.  an  acre. 
The  documents  relied  on  by  the  defendant  to  negative  the 
presumption  that  this  pa3rment  had  continued  immemorial 
ly,  aie,  Pope  Nichokm'  Taxation^  the  EecleHastical  Sur- 
00y,  the  NamB  RoUs^  and  the  bailiff's  accounts.  Rank- 
ness  is  always  matter  of  evidence.  If  the  payment  be 
very  high,  it  is  strong  evidence,  and  furnishes  a  presump- 
tion and  an  inference  that.it  is  not  immemoriaL  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  payment  is  what  appears  to  be  extreme- 
ly low,  that  again  raises  a  doubt  upon  it.  But  all  this  is 
ibr  the  consideration  of  the  Jury.  The  subject  of  rank- 
ness  has  been  brought  under  discussion  in  many  cases. 
Tbeie  are  two  to  which  I  will  particularly  allude.    In  tlie 
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1831.  case  of  O'Connor  v.  Cook  (a),  a  farm  modus  of  20/.  was 
insisted  on  as  cohering  400  acres;  that  was  a  shilling  for 
every  acre.  The  Lord  Chancellor  thought  it  extremely 
large,  but,  on  its  being  urged  before  him,  that,  sending  it 
to  a  trial,  was  only  sending  it  to  the  prejudice  of  a  Jury, 
(Lord  Kenyon,  when  at  the  Rolls,  having  been  supposed 
to  have  said,  on  one  occasion — It  is  not  sending  it  to  the 
judgment,  but  to  the  prejudices  of  the  Jury),  his  Lordship  , 
said  '^  I  cannot  suppose  there  is  any  prejudice  in  a  tribu- 
nal appointed  according  to  the  constitution  of  the  country 
to  try  the  fact."  ''  I  send  it  to  their  judgment,  and  ask  them 
what  they  think,  upon  their  conscience  directed  by  their 
oath.*'  The  Lord  Chancellor,  impressed  with  a  notion 
that  it  was  a  very  large  modus,  sent  it  down;  and  th^ 
Jury  found  the  modus.  There  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
and  one  of  the  grounds  ^n  which  it  was  founded  was,  that 
the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  had  not  given  due 
weight  to  the  Taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas.^  It  is  very  much 
to  be  lamented  that  different  Judges  attach  such  different 
credit  to  this  document.  Some  Judges  have  given  more 
weight  to  it  than  others,  but  I  never  heard  one  hold  it  to 
be  conclusive ;  and  in  all  instances  where  it  has  been  laid 
before  the  Jury,  it  has  been  left  for  themj  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, to  decide  upon  the  weight  due  to  it.  On 
the  application  for  a  new  trial  in  O'Connor  v.  Cook,  it  was 
also  said,  that  further  evidence  had  been  discovered;  and 
the  Lord  Chancellor  sent  it  down  to  a  second  inquiry, 
thinking,,  undoubtedly,  the  payment  was  very  large;  but 
chiefly  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  question  whether  the  dis- 
trict  covered  by  the  modus  was  not  a  part  of  another  hamlet, 
and,  therefore,  whether  it  might  not  extend  to  a  larger 
district  than  the  400  acres.  It  went  down  a  second  time, 
the  Jury  were  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  former  Jury,  and 
they  a£Srmed  this  modus  of  Is.  per  acre.  Upon  this,  a 
third  application  was  made  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  which 
he  rejected,  and  established  the  modus.  It  had  been  de- 
Co)  6  Ves.  665;  8  Id.  535;  2  £.  &  Y.  498. 
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cided  by  the  tribunal  which  was  competent  to  decide  it;  it         1831. 
was  a  miatter  offset;  there  was  no  imputaUon  against  the 
Judge  that  he  had  not  done  his  duty.  The  verdict  stood, 
and  a  decree  was  made  upon  it. 

There  was  another  case,  of  Fermer  v.  Laraine  (a),  in 
which  a  fitrm  modus  was  insisted  to  cover  about  200  acres  of 
land,  and  which,  I  think,  amounted  to  about  7d.  or  8cL  an 
acre.  It  was  the  case  of  the  rectory  of  Normanton^  -in 
Leicestershire.  There  the  question  of  value  introduced 
the  Taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas  and  the  Ecclesiastical 
Survey;  and  one  party  undertook  to  demonstrate,  that  the 
tithes  had  been  rendered  in  kind ;  and  for  that  purpose  a 
lease  of  the  tithes,  in  the  time  of  Charles  the  2nd,  was  pro- 
duced, and  there  was  a  great  deal  of  discussion  upon  the 
question,  whether  a  lease  of  the  tithes  would  not  be  the 
proper  mode  of  demising  them,  even  if  covered  by  a  mo« 
dus.  The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  rector,  and  an  ap- 
plication was  hiade  for  a  new  trial.  A  new  trial  was  grant- 
ed, the  cause  w^nt  down  a  second  time,  and  the  Jury  again 
found  for  the  rector.  Another  application  was  made  for 
a  new  trial,  and  then  the  parties  compromised  it;  but  it 
was  twice  tried.  That  was  a  case  of  a  verdict  in  accord- 
ance with  the  opinion  of  the  Court;  and  notwithstanding 
those  documents,  the  evidence  being  very  strong  on  the 
subject  of  the  modus,  the  Court  granted  a  new  trial.  Un- 
der these  circumstances,  therefore,  my  mind  is  not  at  all 
embarrassed  with  the  consideration  of  rankness;  for  this 
modus  may  have  existed  from  time  immemorial,  though  it 
cover  a  district  of  327  acres,  amounting,  as  it  does,  only 
to  2U.  an  acre.  A  distinction,  in  all  cases,  has  been  taken 
between  what  is  called  a  farm  modus,  and  a  modus  for 
a  particular  article,  where  you  may,  by  reference  to.books, 
ascertain  pretty  nearly  what  the  value  of  the  particular  ar- 
ticle was  at  the  time.  J  am  not  sure  that  twelve  men  may 
not  honestly  differ  in  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 

(«)  Not  reported. 
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1831.  evidence  on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other;  but  that  knot 
enough,  unless  we  can  see  distinctly,  that  injustice  has  bcc« 
done,  and  that  the  Jury  have  come  to  a  wrong  condUMCk 
In  the  present  case,  not  seeing  that  the  Jury  have  come  to 
a  wrong  conclusion,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  that  their 
judgment  ought  to  be  reversed.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  think  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  posiea,  on  the 
28rd  January,  1831,  when  Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Griffith 
Richards,  for  the  defendants,  argued  that  the  bUl  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs  as  to  Attesley  Park,  it  being  a 
general  rule  that  costs  followed  the  result  of  the  issue. 

Mr,  Simpkinsan,  and  Mr.  Duchworth,  for  the  plahitiff, 
contended  that  the  issue  was  not  directed,  because  the 
rector  claimed  it  as  a  matter  of  right,  but  because  Ae 
question  was  a  very  doubtful  one,  and  very  different  opin- 
ions had  been  entertained  respecting  the  credit  due  to  the 
ancient  documents;  and  that,  though  the  plaintiff  had,  in 
the  result,  fuled,  yet  he  had  a  fair  case  for  instituting  the 
suit.  Butten  v.  Michel  (a),  and  Drake  v.  Smyth  {b),  were 
cited. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Lord  Lyndhurst)  dedded,  that 
the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  respected  ABesley 
Parkt  with  costs. 

On  the  following  day,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  Baid>  he 
had  spoken  with  two  of  the  Judges  before  whom  the  ap- 
plicatipn  for  a  new  trial  was  made,  and  that  they  fiilly  con- 
curred in  the  view  which  he  had  taken  as  to  the  mode  of 
directing  the  payment  of  the  costs. 

(«)  4  Dow,  297;  2  Price,  399;  3  E.  &  Y.  76?. 
{b)  3E.&Y.  1187. 
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MEMORANDA. 

Hilary  Tem^  in  thU  year  (ISSl),  commenced,  under 
the  kte  act  (a),  on  J^uesday^  the  11th  January^  and  the 
Equity  Court  sat  on  tibe  following  day. 

In  the  beginmng  of  the  Term,  Sir  William  Alexander 
resigned  the  office  of  Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  was  succeed- 
ed by  the  Right  Honourable  John  Singleton,  Lord  Lynd^ 
hurst.  Baron  Lyndhurst,  of  Lyndhuret,  in  the  county  of 
SouthampUm. 

On  Saturday,  the  15th  January,  Sir  Wm.  Alexander 
sat  for  the  last  time  to  hear  to  a  conclusion  a  motion  which 
had  been  partly  heitrd  by  hiiPi  and  which  was  the  only 
business  he  had  not  decided*  *  Having  given  judgment, 
his  Lordship  was  about  to  retire ;  when  Mr.  Jervis,  in  the 
name  of  the  bar,  addressed  bim  in  the  foUowing  terms  i  — ^ 

''  My  Lord,— I  am  desirpd  to  express  our  deep  regret 
at  your  Lordship^s  retirement  firom  the  high  office  of  Lord 
Chief  Baron  of  this  Court,  an  office  which  your  Lordship 
has  held  long  enough  to  impress  us  with  the  most  profound 
sentiments  of  respect  for  your  great  attainments  as  a  Judge 
in  equity,  and  gratitude  for  the  uniform  kindness  and  ur- 
banity  with  which  you  have  conducted  yourself  towards 
the  members  of  this  bar,  but  which  your  Lordship  has 
held  for  too  short  a  time,  we  lament  to  say,  to  rendet 
this  branch  of  the  Court,  as  we  feel  it  otherwise  would 
have  been,  one  of  the  most  efficient  Courts  of  equity  in 
Weetmineter  Hall.  We  regret  that  the  various  duties  of 
the  circuit  have  been  found  to  be  inconsbtent  with  the 
state  of  your  Lordship's  health,  as  we  understand  this  to 

(a)  1  WiU.  4,  c.  70. 
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1831.  be  the  sole  cause  of  your  Lordship's  lamented  retirement. 
But  we  hope  your  Lordship's  retirement  into  private  life 
will  be  conducive  to  the  establishment  of  your  health,  and 
that  you  will  continue  to  live  many  years,  animated  by  the 
recollection  of  the  manner  in  which  you  have  fulfilled  the 
duties  of  the  office,  which  you  are  now  about  to  resign, 
cheered  by  the  affection  of  many  friends,  and  solaced  by 
the  consolation,  that  you  enjoy  the  regard  and  esteem  of 
every  member  of  the  profession  of  which  you  have  been 
so  long  a  distinguished  ornament." 

To  which  his  Lordship  was  pleased  to  answer — 

"  I  am  totally  unprepared  for  this,  I  cannot  sufficiently 
express  the  genuine  sentiments  of  gratitude  which  I  feel 
upon  this  occasion.  I  am  persuaded  you  will  think  that  it 
is  not  an  unwise  measure  te  place  a  short  interval  between 
the  agitations  of  life  and  the  grave.  I  am  persuaded  you 
will  think  also,  that  it  is  a  wise  precaution  to  retire  from 
great,  important,  and  anxious  public  duties,  while  I  feel  that 
the  faculties  of  my  mind  are  quite  unimpaired,  though  I 
Ion  sensible  (much  more  than  any  of  my  friends  can  be) 
pf  the  approach  of  corporeal  weakness. 

"  With  respect  to  my  conduct  to  the  bar,  it  would  have 
been  a  strange  measure  on  my  part,  if,  to  a  bar  possess* 
ing  high  education  and  the  perfect  manners  of  gen* 
tlemen,  I  could  have  behaved  in  any  other  manner  than 
that  which  I  have  upon  every  occasion  intended.  With 
regard  to  my  judgments,  I  have  to  reflect,  that,  if  they 
)iave  had  the  good  fortune  to  obtain  any.  reputation,  it 
is  not  to  myself  alone  that  it  is  owing.  I  am  indebted  for 
it  to  the  great  learning,  the  great  industry,  and  the  great 
i;alent  which  have  constantly  been  exerted  before  me, 
which  have  given  me  all  the  information  that  was  necessa- 
ry to  my  functions,  and  enabled  me  (if  I  have  been  foiv 
tunato  enough  to  do  so)  to  execute  them  in  a  manner  in 
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which  justice  has  been  done  to  the  public.    And  I  have      ^  ^^*v 
only,  Mr.  Jemsg  to  return  my  thanks  to  you  for  the  kind 
sentiments  which  you- have  expressed  on  this  occasion; 
and  to  assure  you  that  gratitude  will  be  the  last  sentiment 
which  will  operate  with  me  before  I  descend  to  the  grave.** 

On  Tuesday i  the  17th  of  January ,  Lord  Lyndhursi, 
having  taken  the  oaths,  took  his  seat  in  the  outer  Court  as 
Lord  Chief  Baron;  and,  on  the  following  day,  his  Lordship 
sat,  for  the  first  time,  in  the  Equity  Court. 

During  the  vacation  after  Michaelmas  Term,  Robert 
Spankie^  Esq.,  Serjeant-atJaw,  received  a  patent  of  pre- 
cedence to  rank  after  Frederick  PoUock^  Esq.,  King's 
Counsel;  and  Z).  F.  Janes^  Esq.,  Serjeant-at-law,  also  re- 
ceived  a  patent  of  precedence  to  rank  aftier  the  Honourable 
C.  jB.  Law,  King's  Counsel. 

:  In  the  same  vacation,  Thomas  CoUman^  Esq.,  was  .ap- 
pointed one  of  his  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law, 
and  the  Honourable  C  E.  Law^  King's  Counsel,  was  elect- 
ed Coihmon  Serjeant  otLondon^  in  the  place  of  Sir  Thomas 
DenmaUf  appointed  his  Majesty's  Attorney-General. 
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Jan.  isth.  Williams  v.  Jones. 

Feb.  Uth.  ^ 

BUI  by  the  pur-  1  HE  bill,  in  this  ease,  stated  die  tiUe  of  die  ricar  to  the 

•»^on,ofmhet  ^^^^^^*  fP^^^  ™^  "■^l'  ^f  ^^^  parish;  and  that,  beii«  so, 

for  three  yetrs,  entitled,  the  vicar  caused  the  tithes  to  be  pat  up  to  sale 

sgaintt  an  occu« 

pier,  for  an  ac-  foT  three  years,  by  auction;  at  which  auction  the  plaintiff 

&cdon!"  iMrll^  became  the  purchaser  of  the  tithes  of  the  lands  mcntioDed 

dSl^-n'"  fa  in  the  bill,  for  three  years.    The  bill  then  stated  the  death 

grant,  the  plain-  of  the  vicar  before  the  expiration  of  the  three  years,  and 

by 'parol,  could  ^^^  presentation,  institution,  and  induction  of  his  succes- 

aI  s"dli,''^t"the  ^''  ^"^  ^^'^^  ^^^  succeeding  vicar  had  confirmed  the  letting 

tithe  ownen  of  the  tithes  for  the  remainder  of  the  three  years.    The 

having  been  ,__ 

originally  made  bill  sought  an  account  agaiiist  the  occupier  of  the  lands 

the7ttit,''aud  on  ^^  Certain  tithes,  and  satisfaction  for  the  same;  and  sug- 

d^^i^d^the'  S^^^^^S  ^  pretence  by  the  occupier,  that^  the  demise  of  the 

Court  supported  tithes  being  by  parol,  the  plaintiff  had  no  tide,  charged, 

tiUe,^  anTde-  that  the  personal  representativea  of  the  late  vicar,  and  the 

^d^an  ac-  present  vicar,  confirmed  the  demise,  and  did  not  claim  any 

y  interest  in  the  tithes  for  the  three  years.    The  lull  aka 


'  YT  ^  '  /'^V'  t  ,v{  charged  the  render  of  some  tithes  by  die  occupier  to  the 
^   /  'u^"^'       plaintiffs    The  present  vicar  and  the  personal  representav 
^^        ''-^^'"^tives  of  the  late  vicar  were  made  defendants. 


The  defendant,  the  occupier,  by  his  answer,  put  the 
'  '  ^^^-v  plaintiff  to  the  proof  of  his  tide.    He,  ho'wever,  stated  that 

A  I '  /'^^  he  had  set  and  rendered  some  tithes,  and  that  he  had  ten- 

/ / ^,  ^^'^  \   /dcred  the  value  of  the  tithes  sought  by  the  bill. 

//  ^       The  defendants,  the  present  vicar,  and  the  personal  re« 

presentatives  of  the  late  vicar,  by  their  answers,  diBclaim- 

^   y^^^^    ed  all  interest  in  the  tithes  during  the  three  years. 

\   <>2^  /"'^^  '^^^  plaintiff,  upon  the  filing  of  the  disclaimer,  dismiss- 

\T  ed  his  bill  as  against  the  present  vicar  and  the  representa- 

^*?^*^  ///  **^®8  of  the  late  vicar,  and  brought  his  suit  to  a  hearing 

against  the  occupier  only. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff,  but  the 
defendant  entered  into  evidence  to  prove  the  setting  out 
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of  some  of  the  tithes^  and  the  tender  of  salisfaction  of  other 
tithes  demanded  by  tbd  bill. 

Upon  the  opening  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  it  was  object- 
ed, that,  the  plaintiff  claiming  under  a  par<4  demise  of 
tithes^  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mr.  Simpkiman,  and  Mr.  Your^ef  for  the  plaintiff* — In 
this  ease,  whatever  objeetion  might  have  arisen  respect- 
ing  the  tithes  being  demised  by  parol,  was  removed  by 
th^  confirmation  of  the  present  vicar  and  the  representa- 
tives of  the  late  vicar;  and,  as  they  disclaim  all  interest  in 
the  tithes,  the  plainti^*  is  entitled  to  recover  them.  In 
Jackson  y*  Benson{a)f  where  the  bill  merely  alleged  that  the 
impropriate  rector  demised  the  tithes,  without  stating  whe- 
ther by  deed  or  parol,  on  demurrer  for  want  of  title,  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  amend  by  adding  the  impropriate 
rector  as  a  party.  So,  in  Henning  v.  Willis  (b),  on  a  demur- 
rer for  want  of  title,  the  plaintiff  submitted  to  the  demur- 
rer, and  by  amendment  made  the  owner  of  the  tithes  a  co* 
defendant;  and  a  tender  having  been  made  of  the  value  of 
the  tithes  before  the  amendment^  the  Court,  on  the  hear- 
ing, decreed  the.  tithes  to  the  plaintiff,  but  compelled 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  costs  to  the  defendant,  because,  at  the 
time  of  the  tender,  the  plaintiff  had  no  title.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  the  parties,  who,  supposing  there  had  not  been 
any  agreement,  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  tithes, 
were  made  parties;  and,  though  the  bill  has  been  dismiss- 
ed as  against  them,  their  answer  and  disclaimer  are  upon 
the  records  of  the  Court«  The  agreement  under  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  the  lease  has  long  since  expired,  and 
the  Court  is  not  called  upon  to  give  effect  to  it,  as  if  it  were 
an  agreement  for  a  lease  for  the  time  to  come.  The  de^ 
fendanto  admit  that  they  have  accounted  with  the  plaintiff 
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(a)  M'Clel.  62;  13  Price,  131 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  1121. 
(6)  3  Wood,  29;  2  £.  &  Y.  188. 
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1831.        for  some  of  the  tithes;  and  there  is  therefore  a  clear  ad- 
mission by  them  of  the  plaintiff's  title. 

Mr.  Jems,  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  defendants. — It 
is  a  settled  point,  that  there  cannot  be  a  lease  by  parol  of 
tithes,  which,  as  incorporeal  hereditaments,  lie  only  in  grant. 
It  does  not  appear  in  Jackson  v.  Benson  how  the  claim  was 
made  out;  here,  it  appears,  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  shew- 
ing, that  the  lease  was  by  parol.    In  Hemung  ▼.  WU&s,  it 
appears  that  the  amendment  was  by  adding  another  party, 
and  there  was  a  tender  before  the  amendment.    The  Court 
only  decreed  the  payment  of  the  money  tendered,  and  costs 
of  suit,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.    There 
is  no  substantial  difference  between  Henning  ▼•   Willis 
and  the  present  case,  except  that  here  the  tender  was 
taiade  before  the  filing  of  the  bill.    The  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  brought  the  other  defendants  to  a  hearing:  their  an- 
swer and  disclaimer  cannot  be  read  as  evidence  against 
the  occupiers.  The  plaintiff  has  no  legal  title  to  the  tithes; 
he  is  a  mere  equitable  owner  of  the  tithes  under  the  agree- 
ment; the  occupier  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  equitable 
owner;  all  he  has  to  do  is,  to  account  with  the  legal  owner, 
who  is  not  now  before  the  Court. 

[Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — It  seems  to  have  been  assum- 
ed in  Henning  v.  Willis,  that  it  was  sufiictent  to  make  the 
impropriator  a  party,  and  that  the  difficulty  would  be  ob- 
viated by  so  doing.] 

The  impropriator  or  the  vicar  cannot  be  bound  by  a  de- 
cree on  the  hearing  of  a  case  at  which  neither  are  present 

Simpkinson,  in  reply. — In  Jackson  v.  Benson,  the  permis- 
sion to  amend  was  general,  and  not  limited  to  the  making 
the  impropriator  a  co-plaintiff,  and  the  impropriator  might 
therefore  have  been  made  either  plaintiff  or  defendant. 
In  Henning  v.  Willis,  the  Court  must  have  thought  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  maintain  the  suit,  because  they  decreed 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  255 

him  the  payment  of  the  money  tendered.  Admitting  as  a  IS3I. 
general  rule  that  the  answer  of  one  defendant  cannot  be 
read  as  evidence  against  another  defendant,  still  the  Court 
will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  disclaimer,  and  will  not 
compel  a  plaintiff  to  bring  a  defendant  who  disclaims  to  a 
hearing,  at  great  unnecessary  expense. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — In  this  case,  it  was  ob-  Feb.  14M. 
jected  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  certain 
tithes  by  virtue  of  a  parol  demise;  and  it  was  contended, 
that  a  lessee  under  a  parol  demise  could  not  alone  main- 
tain a  suit  for  tithes.  It  seems  clear,  both  on  principle  and 
authority,  that  a  lessee  of  tithes  cannot  sue  for  them  with- 
out making  iiis  lessor  a  party ;  this  seems  to  be  established 
by  the  cases  which  were  cited  of  Henning  v.  Willis^  and 
Jackson  V.  Benson.  In  Henning  v.  Willis^  the  defend- 
ant demurred  for  want  of  parties;  the  plaintiff  amended 
his  bill  by  making  the  lessor  a  defendant,  and  prayed  that 
the  occupier  might  account  to  the  lessee,  his  co-defendant, 
and  that  what  should  be  found  due  might  be  paid  into 
Court  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff;  and,  upon  this  amend- 
ment, the  cause  seems  to  have  proceeded  without  fur- 
ther objection,  and  it  was  finally  decided  on  a  different 
ground.  It  appears,  therefore,  that,  as  the  lessors  were 
originally  defendants,  this  case  might  have  been  supported 
on  the  authority  of  Henning  v.  Willis;  and  though  the 
form  of  the  prayer  in  the  present  case  is  different  from 
that  in  Henning  v.  fPilUs,  yet,  I  apprehend,  if  the  cir- 
cumstances warranted  it,  the  Court  might  have  giveii  the 
relief  under  the  general  prayer.  But  then,  it  has  been 
said,  that  the  defendants,  the  lessors,  having  disclaimed,  the 
bill  has  been  dismissed  as  against  them;  and  that,  as  the 
disclaimer  cannot  he  read  as  against  the  other  defend- 
ants, no  such  decree  can  be  made.  I  apprehend  that  this 
makes  no  substantial  difference,  all  the  material  facts  are 
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admitted,  and  I  think  the  Court  may  take  notibe  of  the 
disclaimer,  and  do  that  directly  which  it  did  drcait- 
ously  in  Henning  v.  Willis;  which|  I  think,  is,  in  tub* 
stance,  the  same  with  the  present  case.  No  inconve- 
nience can  arise;  for  the  lessors,  after  their  disclaimer,  will 
never  be  allowed  to  set  up  any  claim  agiunst  the  occupier 
for  the  tithes  in  question.  I  think,  therefore,  the  objec- 
tion must  be  over*ruled« 


JoA.  18M, 

22iu/,  25M. 

Feb,  24M. 

Where  the  oc- 
cupier of  lands, 
shortly  before 
fhe  lambing 
season,  removed 


The  Reverend  Albxak]>er  Scott,  D«  D.,  Pldnttff, 
Christopher  Smblt,  Defendant. 

XHE  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  as  vicar  of  Catterick 
in  the  county  of  York^  against  the  defendant,  an  occupier 
of  lands  in  the  township  of  Appleton^  for  an  account  of  the 
his  ewes  to  part  titbeable  matters  had  by  the  defendant  on  his  farm,  dur- 
another  parish,    ing  the  period  Stated  in  the  bill,  except  corn,  grain,  and 

which  he  occu- 
pied  tithe  free; 
and,  shortly 
after  the  lamb- 
ing season,  re- 
moved back  the 
ewes 

lambs  to  that 
part  of  his  farm 
on  which  they 
had  previously 
been  depastur- 


hay,  and  for  satisfaction  for  the  tithes.     The  bill  in  parti- 
cular charged  that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  defraud  the 
plaintiffof  the  tithes  of  lambs,  after  having  fed  the  ewes 
w^UMheir  ^^^  ^  Considerable  time,  and  nearly  the  whole  year,  on  the 


said  farm  and  lands,  had,  from  time  to  time  in  each  and 

every  year,  removed  the  said  ewes,  a  short  time  before 

their  lambing,  into  a  meadow  or  pasture  of  twenty  acres, 

Mnre*d  remain-  belonging  to  the  defendant,  in  the  adjoining  parish  otHarn- 

btfi  which  was  free  from  the  payment  of  small  tithes;  and  a 
short  time  after  the  lambing  of  the  said  ewes,  in  each  and 
every  year,  the  defendant  caused  the  ewes  to  be  brought 
back  to  the  said  farm  and  lands  in  the  said  parish  of  Cat- 


as  lived  remain 
ed  until  the 
next  shearing 
time,  and  then 
rendered  tithe 
of  wool  to  the 
vicar,  there 
being  no  direct 

evidence  of  the    iericJc^  together  with  the  Iambs,  and  there  fed ;  and  that  the 

removal  being 

fraudulent,  and 

some  evidence  that  the  land  to  wluch  the  ewes  were  removed  to  drop  their  Iambs  was  the  most 

convenient  for  the  purpose: — H^ld,  that  the  vicar  was  not  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  the  lambs,  and 

that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  thfae  of  agistment  of  the  ewes,  from  the  time  of  their  bst  shearing, 

down  to  their  removal  to  drop  their  lambs;  but  that  the  tithe  of  wool  at  the  next  ahearing  was  the 

whole  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to. 
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defendant  atteged,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  or  title  to        1831 . 
the  tidies  of  the  said  lambs  lambed  on  the  said  twenty  acres, 
^  any  satisfisu^tion  or  compensation  for  the  saine. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  said  land  in  the  adjoining  pa* 
rish  consisted  alfogether  of  little  more  than  twenty  acres^ 
in  quantityi  and  that  almost  the  whole  of  such  land  was 
arable  land,  and  that  the  residue  thereof,  consisting  of 
not  more  than  an  acre,  was  the  only  part  that  was  pasture 
land  during  the  whole  of  the  period.  And  that,  al- 
though the  said  bud  was  not  very  far  distant  from  the 
boase  of  the  defendant,  yet  that  he  had  other  pasture 
land  within  die  parish  otCMeriekj  and  immediately  ad* 
joiniBg  and  snriounding  his  house,  wMch  land  was,  in  fact, 
much  more  convenient*  for  the  ewes  to  lanib  in  than  the 
odier  ground,  which  was  oiit  of  the  said  parish,  and  at  a 
greater  distance  fit>m  his  house,  and  was  perfectly  sound, 
and  exceUendy  adapted  for  the  purpose*  The  bill  fiirther 
charged,  that  the  defendant  had  n^^r  paid  tithes  or  any 
composition  for  the  tithes  of  all  or  any  of  the  lambs  drop* 
ped  in  the  said  land  in  the  parish  of  Hornby  ^  to  any  per- 
son whomsoieTer,  during  the  period  mentioned  in  the  bill; 
and  that  the  defendant  in  each  year  removed  his  ewes  into 
the  said  land,  a  few  at  a  time,  as  they  advanced  in  their 
kmbing,  and  only. a  few  hours  before  they  dropped  their 
lambs;  and  that,  after  they  had  respectively  dropped  their 
lambs,  he  almost  immediately  and  withm  a  very  few  hours 
removed  such  ewes  with  their  lambs  back  into  the  said 
parish  of  Catterickf  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  near* 
er  home,  and  paying  them  such  attention  as  was  usually 
required  on  such  occasions/  And  that  the  sole  object  of 
the  defendant  in  removing  his  ewes  out  of  the  said 
parish  of  Catieriek  to  drop  their  lambs,  was  to  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  claim  to  tithes  for  the  same;  and  the 
defendant  had  declared  so  to  divers  persons.  The  bill 
iurdier  charged,  that  if,  in  law,  the  plaintiff  should  not  be 
entitled  to  the  tithe  of  such  lambs,  that  he  was,  at  all  events. 
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1831.  entitled  to  the  tithe  of  agistment,  for  all  and  every  of  such 
ewes  as  unprofitable  cattle,  during  the  period  that  they 
had  been  fed  and  depastured  within  the  said  parish  of  Cat" 
terickf  or  the  titheable  places  thereof,  from  the  time  of 
their  being  sheared  until  the  time  of  their  being  removed 
out  of  the  parish  to  drop  their  Iambs  as  aforesaid.  And 
also  to  the  tithe  of  agistment  for  all  and  every  of  such 
lambs  as  were  lambed  out  of  the  said  parish,  and  brought 
into  the  parish  as  aforesaid. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  the  plaintiff 's  ti^ 
tie,  as  vicar,  among  other  tithes,  to  the  tithes  of  lambs,  wool, 
and  agistment.  The.drfendant  admitted  his  occupation  of  a 
farm  of  one  hundred  and  seventy  acres,  of  which  twenty* 
two  acres,  being  arable  and  meadow  land,  were  withiii  the 
parish  of  Hornby.  The  defendant  set  up  moduses  for  cer<» 
tain  titheable  articles,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  advert* 
The  defendant  admitted  that  he  had  kept,  fed,  and  depas* 
tured  upon  that  part  of  his  farm  and  lands  which  was  with- 
in the  parish  of  Caitenck^  a  number  of  ewes,  which,  a  short 
dme  in  each  year,  previous  to  the  lambing,  he  had  remov-* 
ed  from  that  part  of  his  farm  within  the  parish  of  Catie^ 
ricig  to  that  part  of  his  farm  within  the  parish  of  Hornby* 
And  that  such  ewes  did  from  time  to  time  drop  their  lambs 
shortly  after  they  were  so  removed ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant in  every  year,  within  a  short  time  after  the  lambing 
season,  removed  the  ewes,  together  with  their  lambs,  back 
to  that  part  of  his  farm  which  was  in  the  parish  of  Catte- 
rid*  The  defendant  denied  fraud  or  improper  motives 
in  so  removing  his  ewes,  alleging  that  they  were  so  re^ 
moved  because  such  part  of  the  fisurm  as  was  in  Hornby 
was  drier  and  nearer  to  the  house  than  the  rest  of  his 
farm.  The  defendant  insisted,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  the  tithes  of  the  lambs,  because  they  were  not 
dropped  in.  dtiterick^  and  because  all  such  lambs  as  lived 
were  kept  on  by  him  until  the  next  shearing  time,  when 
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they  were  shorn  upon  that  part  of  his  farm  in'  Catterick^  183K* 
and  yielded  tithe  of  wool  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
also  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  tithes 
of  agistment  of  the  ewes  as  unprofitable  cattle  during  the 
time  they  were  depastured  in  CaHerick,  because  all  such 
ewes  as  lived  were  kept  till  the  next  shearing  time,  and 
yielded  tithe  of  wool  to  the  plaintiff*  By  a  further  answer, 
the  defendant  stated  that  of  the  twenty  acres  of  land  in 
Hornby,  twelve  acres  only  were  meadow,  and  that  such 
land  was  three  hundred  yards  from  his  house;  alid  he  ad- 
mitted  that  he  had  three  grass  or  pasture  fields  surround- 
ing his  house,  but  alleged  that  the  same  were  inconvenient 
by  reason  of  a  pond  and  water-course,  and  of  the  fields  be- 
ing liable  to  be  overflowed.  The  defendant  admitted  that 
he  had  never  paid  tithes  of  lambs  to  any  person;  he,  how- 
ever, alleged  that  he  paid  a  larger  rent  for  the  twenty 
acres  in  Hornby ,  in  consideration  of  the  same  being  tithe 
free. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides. 

The  effect  of  the  plaintifi*'s  evidence  was,  that  there 
was  no  necessity  for  the  removal  of  the  ewes  to  the  land  in 
Hornby i  the  plaintiff  having  closes  of  meadow  land  imme- 
diately adjoining  and  surrounding  his  house.  Whilst,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  witnesses  were  examined,  whose 
testimony  went  to  shew  that  the  closes  of  land  adjoining 
to  the  house  were  not  so  suitable  as  the  land  in  Hornby ^ 
one  of  the  former  closes  being  too  large  for  the  purpose, 
and  the  other  close  being  liable  to  be  overflowed,  and  the 
lambs  subject  to  accidents  by  falling  into  the  pond  and 
water-course.  None  of  the  witnesses,  however,  proved 
that  the  lands  had  ever  actually  been  overflowed,  or  that 
any  accident  had  happened,  except  on  one  occasion  to  a  sin- 
gle Iamb.  Several  of  the  witnesses,  however,  deposed  that 
the  land  in  Hornby  wiEis  the  most  desirable,  and  such  as 
they  should  have  been  disposed  to  use  for  the  purpose. 
The  defendant  also  proved,  that,  during  several  years  in 

VOL.  I.  T 
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1831.  which  he  had  compobrided  with  the  preceding  incumbent 
fer  his  tithes^  he  had  removed  his  ewes  in  the  same  man- 
ner  to  the  land  in  Hornby^ 

Mr.  Whitmtxrsh^  Mn  Boteter^  and  Mr.  Jhtckwortk^  for 
the  plaintiff. — The  aheep  were  clearly  removed  frattdu- 
lently ;  but^  if  fraud  be  negatived,  then,  when  the  ewes  were 
broi^ht  back  into  the  parish  they  would  be  liable  to  the 
payment  of  tithe  of  agistment  from  the  time  of  the  preced- 
ing shearing  to  the  time  they  were  taken  out  of  the  parish. 
Wms  V.  Harvey  (»),  Robinson  v.  TunHaU  {b\  HaU  v. 
Maliby  {c).  The  circumstances  from  which  fraud  may  be 
presumed  are,  that  the  defendant  holds  the  lands  to  which 
the  ewes  were  removed  free  from  tithes;  and  the  de« 
fendant  does  not  shew  that  the  removal  was  in  the  proper 
management  of  the  farm^  and  for  thept^eservataon  of  the 
Iambs.  Supposing  tithe  of  lambs  not  to  be  payable,  then 
agistment  tithe  must  be  paid  from  the  last  time  the  ewes 
were  productive  in  the  parish,  till  they  were  taken  but  to 
drop  their  lambs.  They  were  shorn  in  Jum^  kept  until 
Chrisimas,  and,  had  they  dropped  their  lambs  in  CaHeriek^ 
they  would  have  beea  profitable  as  produdng  lambs^  and 
no  tithe  of  agistment  would  have  been  payable.  Admits 
ting  that  the  ewes  were  afterwards  brought  back  and  shorn 
in  Caiieriekf  that  would  protect  them  from  the  time  they 
were  brought  back  until  the  time  they  were  shorn ;  but  fer 
the  preceding  period  agistment  ought  to  be  paid,  or  the 
vicar  only  receives  a  portion  of  his  due.  It  is  notorious 
also  that  the  wool,  during  gestation,  is  of  iiifimor  descrip* 
tion. 

Mr.  Jervis,  and  Mr.  Thomson,  for  the  defendant — 
There  is  no  fraud  in  the  removal  by  the  occupier  of 
his  sheep  into  another  part  of  his  farm,  where  they  can 

(a)  3  Wood,  196;    Rayn.  670;      141 . 
2  E.  &  Y.  229.  (c)  6  Price,  240;  3  E,  &  Y. 

(b)  2  Wood,  486;  2  E.  &  Y.     928. 
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lie  better  folded.  Boys  v.  Ellh(a).  The  Evidence  here  1831. 
shews  that  there  was  no  fraud  in  the  removal  of  the  sheep,  ^^^^ 
but  that  they  were  removed  in  the  proper  management  of 
the  farm.  In  Hatty.  MaUbyiJi)^  the  evidence  shewed 
that  the  sheep  were  removed  with  a  view  of  depriving  the 
vicar  of  his  tithes.  Sheep  are  not  necessarily  barren  and 
unprofi-table,  for  they  yield  lambs  or  wool,  and  agistment 
tithe  is  not  due  for  them,  unless  sold  out  of  the  parish  be- 
fore shearing  time.  TVm^  v.  WilUams  (c).  The  sheep, 
in  this  case,  were  not  barren  and  unprofitable  cattle,  for 
they  produced  wool  at  least.  A  man  shall  not  pay  tithe  for 
the  agistment  of  such  beasts  as  the  parson  has  tithes  of. 
Maseatt  v.  Price  {d). 

[Lord  Lyndhursi. — That  may  mean  the  whole  tithes, 
tithe  of  both  lambs  and  wool]. 

In  EUis  V.  Saul  {e\  Chief  Baron  Eyre  observes,  that 
agistment  tithe  is  the  tithe  of  the  herbage,  and  not  of  the 
cattle;  and  it  may  be  defined  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  the 
Iffirfaage  of  cattle  not  titheable,  with  as  much  propriety  as 
of  barren  cattie*  That  it  is  not  the  tithe  of  the  improve*- 
ment  of  the  cattle  is  clear,  for  no  tithe  of  agistment  is  paya- 
Ue  for  cattle  fed  on  oil  cakes,  &c. ;  and  the  fact  of  no  tithe 
of  agistment  being  due  for  after  pasture,  is  decisive  as  to 
the  nature  of  Ae  tithe. 

[Lord  LyndkttrH. — EUUv.Satd  leaves  the  case  pre- 
cisely where  it  was]. 

Mr*  WhUmarsh^  in  reply. — Firsts  as  to  fraud  in  the  remov- 
al of  the  sheep.  There  is,  to  say  the  least,  strong  ground 
for  suspicion.  Secondly ^  as  to  the  agistment.  The  lambs, 
if  dropped  in  tbe  parish,  would  have  exempted  the  ewes 

(a)  1  Bimb.  139;    1  E.  &  Y.  (i)  1  Ro.  38,62, 176;  2Biibtr. 

793.  238;  1  E.  &  Y.  226. 

{h)  6  Price,  240;    3  E.  &  Y.  (e)  1  An8tr.332;  4  Wood,  357; 

928.  2  E.  &  Y.  360. 

(c)  3Anstr.829;  2E.&Y  436. 

t2 
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1831.  •  from  the  payment  of  agistment  tithe;  but»  if  dropped  out  of 
the  parish,  agistment  must  be  due.  The  plaintiff  contends 
that  the  wool  of  the  ewes,  even  if  he  had  received  it,  is  not 
sufficient.  Sheep  kept  principally  for  the  sake  of  foldings 
if  sold  out  of  the  parish  before  shearing  time,  pay  tithe 
of  agistment.  HowseY.  Carter  {a).  Where  sheep  were 
removed  into  another  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
shorn  and  then  brought  back  again,  the  Court  decreed  an 
account  not  only  of  the  tithe  of  lambs  dropped  from  the 
sheep,  in  the  parish,  but  also  an  account  of  the  tithe  of 
the  agistment  of  the  sheep  during  the  time  they  were  fed 
and  depastured  in  the  parish.    Horion  ▼•  Goddard  (i). 

Jam.  25/A.  Lord  LyndhursT)  L.  C.  B. — I  have  looked  through  all 
the  cases,  and  I  do  not  find  any  one  in  which  the  proposi* 
tion  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  dis- 
tinctly made  out.  Where  fraud  is  alleged,  it  is  not  suf* 
cient  to  aver  it,  but  it  must  be  distinctly  proved,  or  it 
can  meet  with  no  attention.  In  the  present  case,  there 
is  certainly  some  ground  for  suspicion,  but  it  is  open  to  an 
answer.  There  is  no  evidence  to  establish  the  alleged 
fraud,  beyond  the  statement  by  the  other  side;  whilst  the 
evidence  of  the  defendant  establishes  that  all  the  closes, 
more  or  less,  except  the  closes  called  the  Daleearles,  which 
are  the  closes  in  Hornby^  were  liable  to  be  flooded,  and  that 
those  two  closes  are  not  liable  to  be  so.  One  witness  says, 
that,  in  his  judgment,  the  Dalecarles  were  the  best  closes 
for  the  ewes  to  drop  their  lambs  in.  This  is  the  testimony 
of  a  competent  witness,  who  has  no  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion; and  it  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  the  oth^er  wit- 
nesses, and  is  not  opposed  by  the  evidence  on  the  other 
side;  it  is  also  corroborated  by  the  conduct  pursued  by  the 
defendant  during  the  preceding  five  years,  when  it  could 
not  have  been  of  any  importance,  with  a  view  to  fraud,  to 

(a)  2An8t.500;  2E.  &Y.416.      decree  book,  this  case  appeared 
{b)  3  Wood,  147.   Mr.  Bote/er     to  be  mis-stated  in  Mr.  Wood's 
observed,  that,  on  examining  the      collection  of  tithe  decrees. 
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Temove  the  ewes.     I  do  not  think  myself  justified  to  treat        1831. 
this  as  a  case  of  presumpdve  fraud. 


Lord  Lyndhurst. — The  chief  question  in  the  case  was, 
whether  the  removal  of  the  ewes  was  fraudulent.  On  the 
evidence,  I  was  of  opinion,  at  the  hearing,  that  the  removal 
was  not  fraudulent.  But  then  it  was  stated,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  tithe  of  agistment  of  the  sheep,  from  the 
tune  of  the  last  shearing,  down  to  the  time  when  taken  out 
of  the  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  dropping  their  lambs ;  and 
that  the  tithe  of  wool  alone,  without  the  lambs,  was  not  a 
sufficient  satisfaction.  It  was  said  on  the  other  hand,  that 
the  tithe  of  wool  at  the  last  shearing  was  an  equivalent 
^or  the  agbtment  for  the  ewes,  to  the  time  of  their  next 
shearing,  in  the  same  manner  as  it  was  a  satisfaction  for 
the  tithe  of  barren  sheep,  such  as  wether  sheep.  And, 
it  certainly  appears  to  me,  that  the  sheep  having  been 
brought  back  into  the  parish,  and  shorn  there,  and  the 
vicar  having  received  the  tithe  of  wool,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  any  tithe  of  agistment. 

^  Jem.  26/^ 

27th,  28M. 

Pope  f.  Farthing.  Feb.iuh, 

^  12M,  2ith. 

JUlLL  by  the  vicar  of  Nether  Sicwey,  in  the  county  of  in  a  rait  fi>r. 
Samereei,  against  an  occupier  of  lands  within  the  vicarage  ^^  iCT^ild*^ 
and  parish,  for  an  account  of  the  tithe  of  hay,  and  satis*  ^^  «  »odiu  of 

jf    ^.       i»      *t  2il.anacre,  at 

UlCtlon  for  the  same.  Etuter,  for  and 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  set  up  a  modus  of  2rf.  an  'Si^^of^' 
acre  at  Ecuier,  in  each  year,  for  or  in  lieu  and  full  satisfac-  **^^^  ®^^7  on 

anaent  mea* 
dowt,  and  went 
on  to  ttate  that 
snefa  modus  of  S<l.  an  acre,  In  lieu  of  tithe  of  bay,  was  meant  and  Intended  to  cover,  and  in  &ct  co- 
vered, tithe  of  agistment  of  all  cattle  depastured  on  the  ancient  meadows  tliereafter  until  r^mdletnai 
in  each  year,  but  if  the  ancient  meadow  lands  were  depastured  after  CandUmtu,  and  before  they 
were  laid  up  to  be  mown,  then  tithe  in  kind  of  sgistment  became  payable  to  the  vicar.  The  evi- 
dence went  to  establish  the  modus  of  2d.  an  acre  for  tithe  of  hay  of  ancient  meadows,  but  not 
the  agistment : — Held,  that,  as  tithe  of  agistment  was  not  claimed  in  thu  cause,  the  variation  in  the 
modus  as  proved,  and  as  laid  in  the  answer,  was  not  fatal  to  the  defence,  but  that  it  might  be  tieat- 
ed  as  if  the  modus  proved  had  been  pleaded  as  a  modus  for  tithe  of  hay  only. 
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I8;il.  tion  of  the  tithe  of  hay  growingi  renewingi  arising,  or  in* 
creasing,  in  and  upon  all  ancient  meadow  land  within  the 
said  vicarge  or  parish,  and  the  titheable  places  thereof; 
and  which  modus  the  defendant  had  been  informed  and 
believed  was  meant  and  intended  to  cover,  and  in  fact  co» 
vered,  the  tithe  of  agistment  of  cattle  depastured  in  the  said 
ancient  meadow  lands  until  Candlemas  in  each  year;  but,  if 
the  said  ancient  meadow  lands  were  depastured  by  cattle  af- 
ter Candlemas  and  before  the  said  ancient  meadow  lands 
were  laid  up  to  be  mown,  then  tithe  in  kind  of  agist- 
ment was  payable  by  the  several  occupiers  of  the  ancient 
meadow  lands  within  the  vicarage  and  parish  to  the  vicar 
of  the  parish  for  the  time  being. 

A  great  deal  of  evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sidesj 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  detail  further  than  to  state 
that  it  went  to  establish  the  modus  of  2d,  an  acre  for 
ancient  meadow  lands,  and  that  tithe  had  never  been  tak- 
en in  kind  for  the  ancient  meadows ;  but  did  not  go  the 
length  of  proving  that  the  modus  covered  agistment  for 
the  time  stated  in  the  bill.  The  antiquity  of  the  meadows 
of  the  defendant  was  clearly  proved. 

In  the  course  of  the  discussion,  a  question  arose,  whether, 
as  the  defendant  had  alleged  the  modus  to  cover  agist- 
ment for  the  period  stated  in  the  bill,  whilst  the  evidence 
extended  it  to  hay  only,  the  addition  of  the  agistment 
formed  an  essential  part  of  the  modus,  or  was  merely  aur* 
plusage,  and  capable  of  being  rejected. 

Mr.  Simpkinson^  Mr.  Spenee^  and  Mr.  Duchoorihf  for 
the  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  defendant  had  failed  in 
proving  the  modus  as  laid  by  him,  and  that  no  issue  could 
be  directed,  except  in  the  terms  of  the  answer. 

Mr.  Boteler,  Mr.  Swansion,  and  Mr.  Heberden^  for  the 
defendant. — The  modus  being  clearly  proved  to  exist  aa 
to  hay,  the  fact  of  its  being  also  stated  to  cover  agistment 
to  Candlemas  will  not  defeat  the  modus  as  to  hay.  Ausien 


COURT  OF  BXCHEQUBR.  S65 

¥•  Pigai  (a),  Bemle  v.  Web  (b),  Brock  v.  Richardson  (c),  1831. 
Slocombe  v.  fiom/  (d),  Bennei  v.  AUenby  (e).  In  the  last 
caae  the  Jury,  on  the  trial  of  issues,  negatived  the  mo- 
duseaas  pleaded  by  the  answers,  and  found  other  moduses, 
4nd  the  Court  acted  on  that  finding.  The  same  course 
was  adopt^  in  Mariham  v.  Layeock  {/).  In  William' 
40JI  V.  Thompson  (g)  all  these  cases  were  considered  by  the 
Court.  The  allegation,  that  the  modus  covers  also  agist- 
ment to  Candlemas,  forms  no  substantial  part  of  the  modus,, 
and  may  be 'rejected.  The  Court  appears  to  have  beea 
more  striot  at  same  times  than  at  others  with  respect  to 
the  pleading  of  moduses.  In  Baldwin  v.  Atkinson  (A),  a 
modus  yras  pleaded  in  Ueu  of  the  tithe  of  milk,  or  in  lieu  both 
of  the  milk  aad  calf  of  the  cow ;  and,  on  an  issue,  the  Jury 
£Mmd  the  modus  for  both,  and  the  modus  was  established 
by  the  Court.  So,  in  Clarke  v.  Jennings  (i),  a  modus^waa 
pleaded  in  lieu  of  all  tithes,  or  at  least  of  tithe  hay,  and 
the  CiHirt  directed  two  issues-^one,  whether  the  mpdus  co- 
vered all  tithes  {  and  the  other,  whether  it  covered  titha 
hay.  That  case  was  certainly  not  approved  of  by  Chief 
Baron  Richards;  but  moduses  were  at  one  time  considered 
with  more  strictness  than  at  present.  In  Miller  v.  Jack- 
^<n^  ik)»  a  iriodus  of  S7/.  14fS.  4(/.  n^as  pleaded  as  payable  in 
lieu  of  all  titb^a  except  corn  and  grain.  The  evidence 
abewed  that  5L  of  the  modus  was  a  commutation  &r  two 
cows'  grass,  which  had  at  different  times  varied,  and 
that  the  actual  modus  was  22L  ]4fS.  4c/.  only;  but  the 
late  Lord  Chief  Baron  {Alexander)  said,  that,  if  this  had 
been  the  only  doubt,  he  would  have  sent  it  to  an  issue.  In 
the  late  cause  of  Rudd  v.  Wright  (/),  a  modus  of  9s.  id. 


{a)  €ro.  EKz.  786;  Moo.  911 ;  (/)  4  Wood,  Dec.  373;  3  E. 

1  K.  &  Y.  1^1,  &  y.  1364. 

{b)  Cro.  EHz.  819;  Dy.  in  M.  (g)  9  Price,  186;  3  E.  &  Y.1046. 

171 ;  Noy.  44;  I  E.  &  Y.  163.  (A)  4  Wood,  Dec.  48. 

(c)  1  T.  R.  427 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  353.  (•)  2  Anstr.  498;  3  E.  &  Y.  406.' 

{d)  4  Wood,  Dec.  34.  (k)  1  Y.  &  J.  65. 

(ie)  4  Woodi  Dec.  54.  (0  ^^^f  page  147. 
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1831.  was  pleaded  for  a  district  called  Greai  Hodsoek:  no 
doubt  prevailed  as  to  the  exbtenoe  of  the  modus*  and 
the  only  question  was  as  to  the  particular  lands  compris* 
ed  in  that  district;  and  it  being  clear  that  the  defendants* 
lands  were  within  the  district*  though  it  was  doubtful 
whether  some  other  lands,  which  were  alleged  to  be, 
were  in  fact  within  the  district,  the  Court  directed  an  issue. 
In  Rowley  v.  Woodham,  before  the  Duchy  Court  oiLart- 
caster i  last  year,  a  modus  of  6L  was  pleaded  for  a  farm,  ex-« 
cept  as  to  such  lands  as  were  part  of  lands  belonging  to 
the  late  Abbey  of  Fenney^  and  which  were  alleged  to  be 
exempted.  With  respect  to  the  lands  belonging  to  the  Ab* 
bey,  the  answer  and  the  evidence  were  at  variance;  and  it 
was  contended  that  no  issue  could  be  directed  to  try  the 
modus,  except  in  the  terms  of  the  answer.  The  Chancel* 
lor  consulted  Mr.  Justice  Park  and  Mr.  Justice  James 
Parke f  and  by  their  advice  directed  the  issue,  striking  out 
the  exception,  and  sent  it  to  an  issue  on  the  general  modus. 
In  the  present  case,  the  modus  may  be  treated  as  pleaded 
for  tithe  hay  only,  and  the  issue  be  directed  accordingly. 


The  cause  stood  over  for  the  consideration  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron,  with  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  the  modus 
was  laid,  and  as  to  the  form  in  which  the  issue  should  be 
directed. 

Feb.  24M.  Lord  Lyndhurst,  L«  C.  B.  —  This  cause  stood  over 
for  consideration  on  one  point,  the  variation  in  the 
modus,  according  to  the  evidence,  from  the  modus  as  laid 
in  the  answer.  The  modus  stated  in  the  answer  is  ScL  an 
acre  at  Easter ^  for  and  in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of 
the  tithe  of  hay,  growing,  renewing,  arising,  or  increasing 
in  and  upon  all  ancient  meadow  land,  within  the  vicarage 
and  parish,  and  the  titheable  places  thereof.  The  evi- 
dence went  to  establish  the  modus  of  2d.  in  lieu  of  tithe 
hay  of  ancient  meadows.     But  it  has  been  argued  that 
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there  is  a  variation  between  the  modus  as  proved,  and  the  1831. 
modus  as  laid,  the  evidence  only  going  to  establish  the  mo- 
dus of  2d*  an  acre,  in  lieu  of  tithe  hay  of  the  ancient  mea- 
dows; whilst  the  answer,  after  stating  the  modus,  as  proved 
by  the  evidence,  proceeds  to  state,  **  that  the  defendant  has 
been  informed  and  believes,  that  such  modus  of  SdL  per. acre, 
for  and  in  lieu  of  the  tithe  of  hay  of  the  ancient  meadows, 
is  meant  and  intended  to  cover,  and  in  fact  covers  the  tithe  of 
agistment  of  cattle  depastured  in  the  said  ancient  meadow 
lands  thereafter  until  Candlemas  in  each  year;  but,  if  the 
ancient  meadow  lands  are  depastured  by  cattle  after  Can* 
dlemaSf  and  before  the  meadows  are  laid  up  to  be  mown, 
the  tithe  of  the  agistment  is  payable  to  the  vicar."  The 
modus  set  up  by  the  answer  is  2d.  an  acre  for  tithe  of  hay, 
which,  by  the  general  law,  would  not  extend  to  cover  tithe 
of  agistment;  but  the  answer  goes  on  to  state,  in  addition, 
that,  if  cattle  are  afterwards  agisted  on  the  ancient  mea- 
dows, the  modus  covers  that  agistment  until  Candlemas, 
after  which  time  tithe  of  agistment  becomes  payable  to 
the  vicar.  The  answer  goes  on,  therefore,  to  make  a  fur- 
ther claim  of  exemption,  on  the  ground  that  the  modus,  in 
addition  to  covering  tithe  hay,  covers  also  the  pasturage 
between  the  time  of  the  render  of  the  hay,  and  Candlemas 
following.  Tithe  of  agistment  does  not  form  any  part  of 
the  claim  in  this  cause,  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  de- 
fence substantially  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  that  of 
a  modus  for  tithe  hay ;  and  that  the  answer  goes  on  to  state, 
not  as  forming  any  partof  the  defence  in  this  cause,  that,  be- 
yond the  modus  for  tithe  hay,  the  payment  extends  to  co- 
ver the  agistment  for  the  time  stated  in  the  answer.  This 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  affect  the  modus  as  pleaded  for 
tithe  hay;  and  the  vicar's  right  to  agistment  is  not  in  any 
manner  in  question  in  this  cause. 

Bill  dismissed  as  to  tithe  of  hay  of  ancient  mea- 
dows, unless  the  vicar  elect  to  take  issues. 
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1831. 

^   V    -^  Rock  v.  Unett. 

Jan.  26f  A.  -j^^ 

WbeivafBdayits  -MR*  ^*  Loftus  Lfmudes  moved  to  disdbiurg^  an  order 

are  in^nded  to  of  taxation,  for  irregularity.     In  support  of  tbe  applicsitibn, 

port  of  a  motion  he  proposed  to  read  an  affidavit  with  respect  to  certain 

the  ^erd  rale  f&^ts,  shcwiDg  the  irregularity  complained  of* 

of  the  Coait  re* 
quirea  that  no- 
tice that  such  Mr.  JervU  objected  to  the  affidavit  being  read,  on  the 

filed  and  are  in-  gtound  that  the  notice  of  motion  did  not  s^te  that  any 

I^d*bJ^g?ven  ^^^^ affidavit  was  filed,  or  wa^  intended  to  be  read;  which, 

in  the  notice  of  J|q  contended  f was  required  by  a  general  ru}e  of  the  Court 

motion;   and, 
unlets  this  be 

^u Vnnotbe*'  The  cxistencc  of  any  such  rule  was  questioned  on  the 

'^  The  rule  doet  ^^^^  •**'^5  ™^  ^^  ^*^  Contended,  that,  supposing  such  a 

not  apply  to  af-  ruIc  to  cxist,  yct  in  this  case  a  copy  pf  the  affidavit  had 

fidavitsofser- 

vice  of  notices  been  delivered  to  the  party  several  days  before  the  day  oa 

of  motion.  which  the  motion  was,  according  to  the  notic^i  to  b^  piade. 


The  Lord  Chief  Baron  expressed  bis  approbation  of 
the  rule,  but  inclined  to  think  the  explanation  given 
sufficient;  and  granted  the  motion,  on  condition  of  an  afl$* 
davit  being  produced  to  verify  th^  timely  delivery  of  a 
copy  of  the  affidavit  objected  to  (a)« 


(a)  The  following  is  the  order 
referred  to  by  Mr.  Jerm, 

10  Fth,  1821.  General  Order. 

**  A^liereas  great  inconvenience 
hath  arisen  from  affidavits  being 
stated  to  the  Court  by  counsel 
on  special  applications,  without 
the  same  having  been  first  filed. 
The  Court  doth  order,  that,  from 
and  after  the  first  day  of  next 
Easter  Term,  all  affidavits  to  be 
used  on  any  spedal  application  to 
th^  Court*  be  filed  one  clear  day 
before  the  application  be  made; 
and  that*  where  a  notice  of  motion 
18  necessary  to  be  given,  the  filing 


of  any  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
applieation  be  also  mentoied  at 
the  fioot  of  the  notice,  to  enable 
the  opposite  party  to  obtttn  a  co- 
py thereof;  and^  where  any  appli* 
cation  shall  be  made  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  stay  waste,4Nr  in  the  nature 
of  an  injunction  to  stay  waste,  be* 
fore  the  defendant  is  in  Court,  sup- 
ported by  affidavit,  such  affidavit 
shall  be  filed^  and  the  office  copy 
thereof  be  produced,  with  the  ne- 
cessary certificate  of  the  bill  being 
filed. 

"This  order  is  not  to  be  extended 
to  the  filing  of  affidavits  of  mere 
service  of  notice  of  motion." 
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Statuam  f  •  Liverpool  Dock  Trustees.  Feb.  \2ih. 

K  HIS  cause  came  on  for  hearing  (a).  The  argument^ 
were  to  the  same  effect  as  those  used  in  the  discussion  of 
the  demurrer,  and  the  same  cases  were  cited. 

Mr.  Spence^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Treslove,  and  Mr.  fVUbraham^  for  the  defendants. 

The  Court  held  the  question  at  issue  to  have  been 
virtually  decided  on  the  demurrer,  and  made  a  decree 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  with  costs. 

(a)  See  this  cause  on  a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  3  Y.  &  J.  665, 

Jokes  r.  Green.  ^  Feb.  ieth. 

J.N  this  case  the  answer  was  referred  for  impertinence.  Oa  a  reference 
The  Master  reported  the  answer  to  be  impertinent.     Ex-  fo'»rapeft>»ence 

*  ^  in  an  answer,  the 

ceptions  were  taken  to  the  Master's  report;  and,  on  the  ar-  Master  reported 

gument  of  those  exceptions,  the  late  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  pertinent.   On 

of  opinion  that  the  answer  was  not  impertinent,  and  there-  "^jf  JJJJ^^rt 

fore  allowed  the  exceptions,  and  referred  it  to  the  Master  considered  the 

*  answer  not  ini- 

tO  review  his  report.  pertinent,  and 

allowed  the  ex- 
ceptions, and  re- 
Mr.  Stuart  now  moved  to  confirm  the  Master's  report  SMter  ulreSew 
of  the  answer  not  being  impertinent,  and  for  a  reference  to  ^^  repon,  tat 

reftised  the 

the  Master  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  respecting  costn—HeU, 
the  alleged  impertinence.  S^ViThSlTent 

report,  that  the 
answer  was  not  impertinent,  ooght  to  be  confirmed  by  motion  on  notice;  and  tbe  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation and  of  the  refierence  were  given  to  the  defendant  on  such  a  motion. 

It  seems,  that,  in  the  Court  of  Oumeery,  the  Master  only  certifies  on  a  reference  for  impertinence, 
and  the  certificate  is  confirmed  on  a  motion  of  course:  but,  in  tliis  Court,  the  Master  malcei  a  re- 
port, which  requires  to  be  oonfirmed  by  a  modon  on  notice. 
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1931.  Mr.  Robert  Rtmpell  opposed  the  motion,  contending 

that  the  only  costs  to  which  the  defendant  was  entitled, 
were  the  costs  of  the  exceptions  to  the  report, 'and  which 
were  disposed  of  by  the  order  allowing  those  exceptions* 
That  the  order  over-ruled  the  Master's  report,  and 
that  it  was  not  usual  for  a  party  to  pay  the  costs  of  cor- 
recting the  Master's  judgment.  That  the  Court,  in  allow- 
ing the  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  expressly  re- 
fused the  costs.  That  it  was  unnecessary  to  confirm  the 
Master's  last  report,  as  he  had  only  to  certify  in  accordance 
with  the  direction  of  the  Court  That  it  was  a  motion  of 
course  to  confirm  the  Master's  report,  and  that  unneces- 
sary expense  was  incurred  by  this  being  made  as  a  special 
application.  Muscottv.  Htdked  (a),  Tyrrelv.  Redifer{b). 

In  support  of  the  application,  Mr.  Stuart  argued  that 
the  practice  in  this  Court  was  different  from  that  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery;  the  Master  in  this  Court  reporting  the 
impertinence,  whilst  in  the  former  Court  he  merely  certi- 
fied ;  and  that  in  this  Court  it  was  necessary  to  confirm  the 
report'  by  a  motion  made  on  notice.  Ward  v.  Bothalin  (c), 
Donmson  v.  Curry  {d). 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — After  the  decision  in 
IVard  V.  Bothalin^  I  think  I  cannot  do  otherwise  than  hold 
that  it  is  the  rule  in  this  Court,  though  not  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery 9  to  confirm  the  Master's  report  with  respect  to 
impertinence,  on  a  motion  made  on  notice;  and  that  I  must 
give  the  defendant  the  costs  of  the  application.  With  re- 
gard to  the  costs  of  the  reference,  those  costs  do  not  ap- 
pear to  me  to  have  been  included,  or  to  have  been  intend- 
ed to  be  included,  in  the  order  made  on  the  argument  of 
the  exceptions,  and  I  think  I  must  give  the  defendant  those 

costs  also. 

Motion  granted. 

(a)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  222.  (c)  8  Price,  86^ 

(6)  1  Meriv.  132.  (d)  8  Price,  87}  n. 
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Page  v.  Fletcher.  Feb.  24M. 

K  HIS  cause  being  at  issue,  a  commission  for  the  examina«  A  oonmiisston 

-•<»•.  •  1     A  ai      •     i  i»  ^i_      ji  i!»     J     ^o  examine  wit- 

tion  of  Witnesses  was  issued  at  the  instance  of  the  defend-  oenet  was  issu- 

anty  in  which  commission  the  plaintiff  joined,  and  named  ^^^^^^^^ 

commissioners:    the  plaintiff  afterwards,  by  leave  of  the  plaintiff  joined 

Court,  withdrew  the  replication,  and  amended  his  bill,  to  sion  and  named 

which  an  answer  was  put  in,  and  a  replication  filed  to  that  The^'^Lidnd?' 

answer,  and  then  the  commission  was  re-sealed.  afterwards,  witii 

leave  of  the 
Court,  withdrew 

Mr.  Ko€,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  moved  to  dis-  alfd*!!!,^^^ 
charge  the  commission  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  ^^f^^^  to 

^  *  «?  wnicD  an  an- 

a  new  commission  ought  to  have  issued  instead  of  the  old  swer  was  put  in, 
commission  being  re-sealed ;  for  that,  though  it  might  have  Hon  \\^  ^^ 
been  convenient  to  the  commissioners  named  by  the  plain-  *<^Jf"^  ^^^"  ^^^ 

^  ^  commission  was 

tiff,  when  the  commission  was  first  issued,  to  have  attend-  re-seaied:-- 

ed  at  that  time,  it  might  be  impossible  for  them  now  to  at-  was  not  neces- 

tend;  and  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  to  ^wcommls-* 

name  other  commissioners.  ?*«>»  »«><*  that, 

if  the  commis* 
sioners  named 

Mr.  6.  Richards f  contra^  contended,  that  there  was  no  ontheBmissu- 

irregularity  in  the  proceeding,  and  that,  though  the  diffi-  J^?^*)^^^  "^* 

culty  suggested  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  might  possibly  now  unable  to 

exist,  still  it  was  not  proved,  and  the  Court  would  not  as-  ought  to  maiie 

sume  it  in  the  absence  of  proof.  ^Ifon.   And  a 

motion  by  the 
plaintiff  to  dis- 

The  Clerks  in  Court,  on  being  applied  to,  stated,  that  charge  the  com- 

.     .  ^      *i  1   J  j.1.  r  mitiion  for  bre- 

commissions    were   constantly  re-sealed  as  a  matter  of  guianty,  was 
course.  "^^*^  "^^ 

costs. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  observed, 
that  the  Commissioners  having  once  agreed  to  take  upon 
themselves  the  execution  of  the  commission,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered that  they  consented  to  act  as  commissioners  through- 
out the  cause.    And  that,  if  it  were  inconvenient  for  any  of 
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tfaem  to  attend  under  the  re-sealed  oomniMi<ln;'l^lrC3in- 
missionerB  ought  to  make  a  special aj^Bcationinithe aixhh 

ject. 

Motion  refused^  with  coets. 


Jan.  21, 24.  St&ono  V.  DfiNCHFiELD  and  Others. 

To  m  ykm't  bill  THE  defendants  having  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords 
cept  of  com  mi.  ttom  the  decxee  made  on  the  hearing  of  this  cause  (a),  and 
S^te  plead-  ^^^^  decree  havh^  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  been  af- 
ed  a  modm,  n»  firmed  with  costs  (6}»  the  issue  directed  by  the  decree  was 
tithes  payable     tried^  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  over-ruling 

to  the  vicar.  .• ^   j.^ 

No  endowment     the  modUS. 

wat  produced,        *j«jjg  causc  uow  camc  ou  for  hearing  on  the  poslea. 

DOT  was  there  °  * 

any  admission 

the  tithes  to  Mr.  Monro  and  Mr.  Thomson  for  the  plaintiff. — The 

was^en^tiedu"'  ^®®  originally  made  by  the  answer  was,  that  whatever 
^°^"*^"dw  **'^^  might  be  payable  to  the  vicar,  were  covered  by 
modus,  which     the  modus  set  up.    We  have  met  the  defendants  on  this 

issue  was  (bund  .^  j^v-  i»        i_  ^        j  •^^i. 

in  favour  of  point,  and  the  issue  havmg  been  found  agamst  them,  we 
Aefortberhew^  *^®  entitled  to  a  decree  for  an  account  of  the  tithes.  It 
ing  on  the  i>oc-    would  be  most  Oppressive  to  send  the  plaintiff  to  ano- 

tea,  the  Court  .  ,  .i...i*  rm 

referred  it  thcr  issuc,  to  asccrtam  What  tithes  he  is  entitled  to.    The 

inquire^wiiat*  plaintiff's  attention  throughout  the  cause  was  solely  di- 
titiies  the  vicar    jectcd  to  the  modus,  and  the  examination  of  his  witnesses 

was  entitied. 

was  directed  entirely  to  disproving  the  modus;  and  it  was 
only  when  the  defendants  found  that  the  modus  was  dis- 
proved, that  they  disputed  his  right,  and  called  on  him  to 
make  out  his  title  to  any  tithes. 

[Lord  LyndhursL — They  say,  in  their  answer,  the  vicar 
is  not  entitled,  except  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  which  al- 
ludes to  the  modus.] 

(a)  See  the  report  of  tins  case,         (6)  See  this  case  on  i^peal,  1 
on  the  original  hearing,  2  Y.  &  J.      Dow,  N.  S.  4S0. 
594. 
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•Tboj  adimt  itfae  perc^ptian  of  titheable  matters,  which        1831  • 
drisy  etUunerale^  and  then  they  go  <m  to  say,  they  <le^       sraQNa 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  tithes,  or  any  of  them,  *- 

exc^t  as  thereinafter  mentioned;  and  that  they  have 
iiot  set  them  out  for  the  reasons  thereafter  mentioned ;  and 
then  they  set  outthe  modus.  The  only  di£ference  between 
the  cases  of  Lloyd  ▼.  Smcdl(a),  and  Lloyd  r*  Mortimer  (i), 
and  the  present  case  is,  that,  in  those  cases,  there  was  proof 
on  the  part  of  ither  vicar  that  he  had  taken  tithes. 

[Lord  Lyndhurst — There  was,  therefore,  pritnd  facie 
evidence  of  the  vicar's  title.  Suppose,  in  this  case,  you  had 
claimed  more  than  yOu  were  entitled  to,  what  evidence 
is  there  ef  the  extent  of  your  right?] 

If  another  issue  were  to  be  triedi  it  is  possible  that  the 
Jury  might  even  find  that  the  vicar  was  not  entitled  to  any 
tithes^  which  would  controvert  the  decree  of  this  Court, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords.  It  would  be 
most  unjust  to  allow  a  defendant  to  plead  a  modus  in  this 
manner,  and  then  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  improper 
pleading.  It  being  certain  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
some  tithes,  the  Court  will  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 
tain what  those  tithes  are*  BouUon  v.  Bichards  {c). 

Mr.  Boieler,  and  Mr.  Pitrtis^  for  the  defendants»-*-*rhe 

legal  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  tithes  claimed  by  hira  has 

not  yet  been  in  any  manner  ascertained ;  all  that  has  been 

deteraiined  is,  that  the  modus  set  up  by  the  defendants 

is  not  a  valid  modus.     The  title  to  demand  an  account 

only  accrues  on  the  legal  right  being  established.  Foxcrofi 

V.  Poritf  (d).     And  there  cannot  consequently  be  any  de* 

cree  for  an  account  in  this  case,  but  only  for  a  further 

issue. 

Cur.  ado.  vtdt. 

m 

(a)  2  Wood,  110;  3  Burn,  E.L.  (c)  6  Price,  483;  3B.  &  Y. 
450;  1  E.  &  Y.  746.  949. 

(b)  7  Bro.  P.  C.  493;  3  Wood,  (d)  6  Vcs.  221 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  487- 
516;  2  E.  &  Y.  302. 
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1831 .  Lord  Lyndhurst. — This  cause  comes  on  for  further  di- 

Stronq       tections  on  the  posiea^  The  plaintiff  is  vicar  of  if  #/on  ^i- 
V.  bots.  The  bill  was  filed  against  occupiers  of  lands  in  the  ham- 

y^2^  let  of5«r#/oii,  within  the  vicarage.  In  the  biU,  the  plaintiff 
States  himself,  as  vicar,  to  be  entitled  to  all  tithes^  except 
com  and  grain.  The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  say 
they  do  not  know  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  all 
tithes  except  com  and  grain,  or  to  what  tithes  in  particu* 
lar  he  is  entitled;  but  they  go  on  to  say,  that,  from  time 
immemorial,  a  sum  of  STL  has  been  payable  and  paid  as  a 
modus,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  due  to  the  vicar;  and  according 
to  the  mode  in  which  they  state  the  modus,  an  issue  is 
directed  to  try  it.  The  issue  has  been  decided  against 
the  occupiers,  the  defendants;  but  it  is  now  stated,  that,  on 
the  face  of  the  record,  there  is  no  admission  or  evidence  of 
the  right  of  the  vicar  to  any  tithes.  And  the  question 
therefore  is,  whether,  as  to  this  point,  there  can  be  any 
further  inquiry,  and  in  what  shape  that  further  inquiry  is 
to  be  made.  In  pleading  a  modus  in  an  answer,  the  cor* 
rect  mode  is  to  state  in  respect  of  what  particular  tithes 
the  modus  is  payable.  And,  perhaps,  I  should  be  justi-^ 
fied,  in  the  present  case,  in  treating  the  modus  as  cover- 
ing all  the  tithes  demanded  by  the  bill.  The  Court  is,  I 
think,  entitled  to  assume  that  there  is  no  discharge  of  the 
tithes,  the  right  to  which  is  stated  by  the  bill.  It  is  not, 
however,  necessary  for  me  to  decide  the  case  on  this  point, 
nor,  perhaps,  would  it  be  quite  safe  to  do  so.  I  think,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  I  shall  be  justified  in  disposing  of 
this  case  as  if  there  had  been  an  admission  to  a  certun  ex- 
tent of  the  plaintiff's  title.  I  shall  dispose  of  it  in  this 
way.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  some 
tithes,  what  tithes  in  particular  I  shall  not  now  say;  ( 
think  the  proper  mode  will  be  to  send  it  to  the  Master  to 
inquire  what  tithes  in  the  hamlet  of  Bursion  the  vicar  is 
entitled  to. 
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YOUNOE  r.  DUNCOMBE.  ^      "      f  ^    •• 

Jf  ILL  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  By  an  agree-^^^x:;^  t. 
purchase  an  estate.     By  the  agreement  300/.,  part  of  the  "f'^n  t tete?t W^^ 


purchase  money,  was  to  be  paid  on  the  execution  of  the  P»»'c^a««  ^^^^PJ~ 

agreement;  1,000/.,  further  part  thereof,  on  the  24th  Dc  his  purchase- 

cembeTf  18^,  when  the  purchase  was  to  be  completed,  and  24th  December 

the  conveyance  executed;  and  6,000/.  residue  of  the  pur-  ^e^cStvIyrnw'' 

(ihase-money  was  io  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  the  es-  "as  lo  be  exe- 

•^  "^  ®^  Guted,  and  the 

tate,  payable  at  not  less  than  twelve  months  from  the  date  residue  was  to 
of  the  conveyance,  and  with  three  months'  notice  prior  to  moJ^plge  of  Uie 
paying  it  off.  «•*«*«'  P*y*w« 

*^  ^     ^  at  not  less  than 

The  defendant  paid  the  300/.  on  the  execution  of  the  twelve  months 

mm  ..  •.  ••  from  the  date  of 

agreement,  and  took  possession,  but,  raismg  some  objec-  the  conveyance. 
tions  to  the  title,  he  declined  to  pay  the  remainder  of  his  Jn^reSuito^os. 

purchase-money.  session  immedi- 

ately after  the 
execution  of  the 

Mr,  Hayter.  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  moved  that  the  ■ereemcnt,  but, 

,     o**  some  objec- 

defendant  should,  within  a  fortnight,  pay  the  6,000/.,  resi*  tions  to  the  title, 
due  of  the  purchase-money,  into  Court.   In  support  of  the  hL^^chase-^ 
application,  he  cited  Wickham  v.  Evered{a).  was°mcd  h  Ae 

vendor,  for  the 

Mr.  Jervis  opposed  the  motion,  contending,  that,  as  by  specific  perform- 

1  ^  /"vrv/\  V      4*    t  1  •      ance  of  the  con— 

the  contract  5,000/t  of  the  purchase-money  was  to  remam  tract,  and  more 

on  mortgage,  for  twelve  months  at  least  from  the  execution  months  ^^ng 

of  the  conveyance,  and  no  conveyance  had  yet  been  execut-  elapsed  from  the 

ed,  nor  the  title  approved,  the  application  was  premature*  conveyance 

ought  to  have 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — I  think  this  comes  within  the  defendant' 
the  principle  of  the  case  which  has  been  cited,  and  that  ^."ere'd'^Sy 
the  defendant  ought  to  pay  the  purchase-money  within  a  the  purchase- 
reasonable  time;  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  keep  both  the  Court. 
property  and  the  purchase-money. 

Let  the  defendant  pay  the  purchase-money 
into  Court  within  two  months. 

(a)  4  Madd.  53. 
VOL.  I.  U 
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1831. 

Feb.  14, 16.  Berrington  v.  Evans. 

''^  A^J^^^^  *"  ^'      1  HIS  was  a  creditor's  suit,  in  which  it  had  been  referred 

'^^^^^tionwM  brought  i      »«■  t        i  i 

on  bonds,  and     ^  the  Master  to  take  the  usual  accounts. 
v^/C/  tjJ2J"J^{he  ac-       '^^®  Master  having  made  his  report,  various  exceptions 
^/^m^^t-A^  tion,  and  judg-    were  taken  to  it  by  different  parties. 

^i/^        ment  entered  .  «•  i  n  i  .  * 

—  np  for  the  prin-  One  exception,  taken  on  the  part  of  the  representatives  01 
^Aen^^dJie^II  the  testator,  was,  that  the  Master  had  allowed  a  debt  due 
Held,  that  it       qq  (wo  bonds,  ou  which  an  action  had  been  brought  against 

was  not  coQipe-  . 

tent  to  the  re-  the  tcstator  in  his  lifetime,  and  in  which  action  judgment 
thc'obiigorrat**  had  been  entered  up  on  a  cognovit  given  by  him.  The  ob- 
the  distance  of    j^ction  was  abandoned  as  to  one  of  the  bonds;  as  to  the 

ten  years  after-    •»  ' 

wards,  in  a  suit  other,  it  was  Contended,  it  was  usurious  on  the  face  of  it, 

for  the  adminis-       ..         iii.  «  .  <».i  t  -^t. 

traAon  of  the  giving  the  obligec  the  option  of  either  stock  or  money,  with 
to^^^esUon  ^Ae  ^^  agreement  for  six  months'  notice  for  paying  off  the  bond. 

Talidity  ofthe 
bonds  on  tJic  * 

ground  of  usury.  Mr.  Wilbraham  and  Mr.  West,  in  support  of  the  ex- 
tration  of  assets,  ception. — This  case  is  within  the  principle  o(  Barnard  v. 
wTon^X  ^^"'WW-  The  objection,  on  the  ground  of  usury,  was 
ment  debt,         not  waived  by  the  judgment,  which  was  not  on  a  trial  or 

merely  on  the  ji«        i  .  i      i         <»  o 

ground  that  the  vcrdict,  but  ou  a  cognovttg  and,  therefore,  not  of  more  va- 
bwn  prevented    ^^^  ^^^^  ^  warrdht  of  attorney,  on  which  a  Court  of  law 

from  rendering     would  give  relief. 

available  liis  ^  i.  i  .•  . 

judgment,  by  [Lord  LtfndhursU — I  do  not  believe,  that,  if  an  action 
proceedings  in  ^^  h^exi  brought,  and  a  judgment  recovered,  a  Court  of 
th*  d*bt  ma"^**  ^*^  would,  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years,  set  it  aside  on  the 

by  those  means,   ground  of  USUry.] 

held  from  him         The  claim  is  uot  foundcd  on  the  judgment,  but  on  the 

for  several  years.  i,q„Js^  ^jig  charge  being  originally  brought  in  for  principal 

't,/Cr<  i^'J^r-i^^       money  and  interest,  but,  when  the  funds  had  risen,  being 

y    '  ^    ^  ^        converted  into  a  claim  of  stock.     In  all  the  cases,  a  dis- 

y  i^y       ^/rtinction  has  been  made  where  the  party  has  had  an  oppor- 

tunity  to  plead  the  usury,  and  where  he  has  not.     White 

(tf)  17  Ves.  44. 


J^  tX^;?'^       ^- 
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y.  Wright  {a)^  Cooke  ▼•  Jones  (b),  Harrison  y«  Uannel{c),         1831. 
Roberts  Y.Goffid),  Scott  y.NesbUie).  B^il^^ 

Mr .  Treshve  and  Mr.  Jacob,  for  the  creditor,  in  support       Bvani.  ^ 

of  the  report.— In  White  v.  Wright,  there  was  a  day  ^n^  ^.a^*^*-^'^/'"^^^ 
pressly  fixed  for  payment.    If  the  obligor  had  any  de-jj' ^^.^/C^«^^ 
fence  on  the  ground  of  usury,  he  should  have  ^^^^  ^^^^^^.^^^i^^ 
himself  of  it  in  the  action;  and  having  neglected  to  do  W},j  ::^^/y  ^^^^a^^^^ 

this  Court  will  not  relieve  his  representatives.    Ware  v. ^_^^ 

Horwood{f).    Whatever  objections  originally  applied  to    ^h^^^^-    >*^  ^^y^* 
the  debt  are  removed  by  the  judgment. 

Lord  LynduursTi  L.  C.  B.—The  objection  as  to  one  of 
the  bonds,  I  understand  to  be  abandoned ;  and  as  to  the 
other,  it  is  immaterial  in  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case. 
If  a  party  enter  into  a  contract  which  is  usurious,  he  must 
take  the  consequences ;  but,  on  his  bringing  an  action  on 
that  contract,  if  the  party  interested  in  raising  the  objection 
does  not  think  fit  to  do  so,  those  consequences  may  not  take 
effect.  In  this  case,  an  action  was  brought:  it  appears, 
that  a  cognovit  was  given,  hot  merely  as  a  security,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  settling  the  action;  for  the  declaration  is 
clelivered  in  the  usual  form,  with  notice  to  pleaid :  after  the 
time  for  pleading  had  expired,  and  when  the  plaintiff  might 
have  signed  judgment,  the  defendant  enters  into  a  com- 
promise, and  gives  the  cognovit,  on  which  judgment  is  en- 
tered up  for  the  principal  debt  and  interest*.  I  think  it 
impossible,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  Master  should 
do  otherwise  than  allow  this  debt. 

In  over-ruling  the  exception,  it  is  not  my  intention  to  ex- 
press any  opinion  respecting  the  alleged  usury.  Under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
enter  into  the  consideration  of  that  question. 

Exception  over-ruled. 

(a)  5  Dowl.  &  R.  1 10;  3  Barn.  {d)  4  Bam.  &  A.  92. 

&  G.  278.  (e)  2  Bro.  G.  G.  640. 

{b)  Gowjh  727.  (/)  14  Vea.  28. 
(c)  1  Marsh.  349. 
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1831.  Another  exception  to  the  report  was  taken  by  certain 

Bkhringtor    ^^^dito^i  ^^  ^^^  ground  that  the  Master  had  disallowed 

9'  a  claim  of  interest  on  judgments  obtained  by  the  creditors, 

several  years  back  and '  which  they  had  been  prevented 

from  rendering  available,  by  the  decree  and  subsequent 

proceedings  in  this  suit. 

Mr.  Duckworth^  and  Mr.  Wigramt  hi  support  of  the 
exception. — ^The  rule  at  law  is  to  give  interest,  where 
there  is  a  contract  for  interest;  but  there  are  cases  in 
which  interest  is  given  without  any  contract.  Courts  of 
law  give  interest  in  various  actions,  in  the  shape  of  da- 
mages; and  where  there  has  been  delay  in  carrying  the 
judgment  into  effect,  by  the  defendant's  bringing  error, 
in  some  cases  interest  is  also  allowed.  In  Bann  v.  Dot- 
zel{a\  interest  was  allowed  at  law,  in  an  action  on  an 
Irish  judgment,  Lord  Tenterden  putting  the  case  on  the 
ground,  whether,  if  the  pldntiff  had  used  due  dUigence, 
he  could  sooner  have  obtained  his  money.  After  a  decree 
for  the  administration  of  assets,  a  creditor  is  stopped  from 
proceeding  at  law,  not  on  any  equitable  right  as  applying 
to  the  debt,  but  merely  on  the  ground  of  convenienee  to 
the  estate  of  the  debtor.  It  is  therefore  only  just,  that,  as 
the  creditor  is  delayed  for  the  benefit  of  his  debtor's  estate, 
he  should  be  allowed  interest.  As  this  Court,  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  assets,  follows  the  law,  if  interest  would  be 
given  at  law  in  the  shape  of  damages,  interest  will  be  al- 
lowed  in  equity,  on  the  sum  which  would  be  recovered  at 
law.  Dornford  v.  Dornford  (6).  The  Court  has  also  had 
to  consider  the  question  of  interest,  on  an  agreement  to  pay 
money  at  a  given  day.  Upton  v.  Lord  Ferrars{c)f  Laumdes 
V.  Collins  {d)»  The  principle  is,  that  whatever  you  would 
have  had  at  law,  you  bring  with  you  into  equity. — Stile* 
man  v.  Ashdoum  (e\  Earl  of  Bath  v.  Earl  ot  Bradford  (J), 

(«)  I  Moody  &  M.  228.  (d)  1?  Ves  2?. 

{b)  12  Vc8.  127.  (c)  2  Atk.  477, 608. 

(0  6VC8.801.  (/)2Vc8.687. 
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I%omas  y.  Edwards  (a),  and  Seton  v.  Clark  (b),  were         1831. 
cited. 


Mr.  Jacob,  for  other  judgiqent  creditors,  relied  on  Ood- 
frey  v.  fVaisan{c),  14  Viner's  Ab.  title  Tnieresi,  p.  458,  pi. 
15|  Parker  v.  Harvey  {d),  and  Parker  v»  Hutchinson  (e), 

9 

Mr.  WUbraham,  and  Mr.  FFWl,  for  the  report.— A  judg- 
ment does  not,  in  equity,  carry  Interest  without  a  special 
contract  for  that  purpose.  It  is  contrary  to  the  practice 
of  all  the  Masters,  to  compute  interest  on  a  judgment. 
Interest  is  not  allowed  on  a  judgment  of  assets  quando 
accideruni.  Deschamps  v.  Vanned  (/),  Creuxe  v.  Hun- 
ter (g).  This  point  was  also  decided  in  Lewes  v.  Mor- 
gan (A).  It  is  true,  that,  where  an  injunction  has  been 
granted  to  stay  proceedings  at  \aw,  interest  has  sometimes 
been  giveuj  but  that  is  on  the  ground  of  delay,  occasioned 
by  the  debtor.  If  interest  had  been  intended  to  be  given 
in  this  case,  the  decree  would  have  contained  special 
directions.  In  Nelson  v.  Sheridan  (t),  where  a  person  ob- 
tained judgment  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and 
subsequently  brought  an  action  of  debt  on  that  judgment^ 
in  which  he  obtained  judgment  by  default,  the  Court  re- 
fused to  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff.  Interest  is  allowed  in  cases  of 
writs  of  error,  under  the  statute.  Stiles  v.  Attomey-Gene- 
ral{k),  and  Askew  v.  Townsend  (Q,  were  also  referred  to. 

Mr.  Duckworth,  in  reply.  —  Admitting  that  interest 
ought  not  to  be  .calculated  except  under  special  circum- 
stances, the  present  case  furnishes  those  circumstances. 


(a)  3  AnBlr.  804.  (g)  2  Ves.  jun.  15?. 

(6)  6  Ves.  416.  (A)  3  YouDge  &  J.  230, 394. 

(c)  3  Atk.  6 1 7.  (0  8  T.  R.  R.  395. 

(d)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  604.  {k)  West.  132. 

(f)  3  Ves.  jun.  133.  (/)  In  Chancery,  Reg.  B.  1824. 

(/)2Ve8.716.  fo.  1608. 


B4RRINOTON 

V. 

Evans. 
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1831.  Lord  Lyndhurst,  L»  C.  B. — It  does  not  appear  that 

bbrhinoton    *"*y  ^*®®  ^^*"*  ^^  found  in  which  interest  has  been  aHowed 
»-  on  a  judgment^  merely  because  the  progress  of  the  cause 

has  created  some  delay.  Suppose  there  are  assets  out- 
standing, requiring  considerable  time  to  render  them  ayail^ 
able,  is  there  any  case  in  which  that  alone  has  been  con- 
sidered a  ground  for  interest  on  a  j  udgment.  The  question 
would  necessarily  arise  in  every  suit,  more  or  less. 

Exception  over-ruled. 


/^^^a^^^Tir  ^  ^^Slf^v^pi^^^:/^ 


^^  t^^^^J^Sy 


Jcft.  26M.  Wilson  r.  Foestbr. 

Bill  by  legs-  BlLL,  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  biD,  by  lega- 

^es^w^  ^^  ^^^^  entitled  to  legacies  charged  on  real  estates,  against 

charged  on  real  ^^  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  the  defendant  being  al- 

estates,  for  a  ^  ^      ^ 

discovery  and  SO  the  hcir-^at-law  and  devisee  of  an  executor,  and  devi- 

deed,  by^wMchi  ^®  ^  \xma\.  o{  the  tcststor,  which  executor  and  trus- 

ed*\hc"ea?M'  *®®  ^^  ^^*  *^  ^^®  lifetime,  heir-at-law  of  the  testator. 
tales  were  li-         The  bill  Stated  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  instituted  by 

mited  to  uses*  •  .  ^  » 

under  which  them  in  this  Court,  against  the  executors  and  devisees  in 
tenaiu  in  toir"  trust  of  the  Will  of  the  testator,  in  which  the  usual  ac- 
oniy,  but  from    counts  of  his  personal  estate,  and  of  the  estates  of  which 

which,  as  the  *  ' 

piaintiffd  insist-  he  was  scised  in  fee,  were  taken,  and  some  part  of  the  last- 
produced,  ap-  mentioned  estates  sold  in  aid  of  the  personalty;  but  which, 
smdi^pol^on  ^^  ^^^  '^^  stated,  did  not  produce  sufficient  to  pay  the  lega- 
oniy  of  the  es-    cies ;  and  that  the  defendant  had  entered  into  the  possession 

tates  was  so 

settled,  and  that  of  the  real  estates  of  the  testator,  and  refused  to  sell  or  con- 

the  testator"was  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  thereof.    The  bill  then  referred  to  an  alle- 

Demurrer^n  8**^^"  ^V  ^^®  defendant's  father  (the  executor  and  trus- 

Uie  ground  thai  tee)  in  the  original  suit,  and  by  the  defendant  himself,  that 

the  deed  in 

quesUon  related  the  Only  real  estatcs  of  which,  the  testator  was  seised  in  fee, 
antVutiVand  ^^^^  ^'^^  estates  which  bad  been  sold ;  and  that,  though  he 
that  the  plain-    jjgj  seised  of  Other  estates  of  considerable  value,  yet  that 

tiffs  had  no  in-  ^  • 

terest  in  it— ai-  he  was  Only  tenant  in  tail  thereof;  and  that,  on  his  de- 

lowed 

cease,  the  last-mentioned  estates  descended  to  the  defend- 
ant's father,  and  afterwards  to  the  defendant,  and  were 
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not  subject  to  the  debts  or  legacies  of  the  testator.    The         1831. 

bill  charged  that  the  plaintiffs  had,  since  the  decree  in  the       '^'^' 

Wilson  ^ 

original  suit,  discovered  that  the  testator  was  not  tenant  v.  i^/^ 

in  tail,  but  tenant  in  fee^imple  of  the  said  estates,  or  the  /.    ^^^if^///"^ 
greater  part  thereof;  and  that  part  of  the  said  estates,  in  the^.    JZ-C^  ^  "  > 

year  1698,  belonged  to  an  ancestor  of  the  testator,  and  ,.. ' '^ 

was  limited,  by  an  indenture  dated  in  that  year,  to  an  an- /^^'^^  X-^^'' 
cestor  of  the  testator  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first /^/^/*  ^^ 
and  other  sons  in  tail;  and  that  the  residue  and  greater 
part  of  the  said  last-mentioned  estates  was  purchased  or 
acquired  by  some  ancestor  of  the  testator  subsequently  to 
1698,  and  was  never  limited  in  tail,  but  so  that  the  testa- 
tor took  an  estate  in  fee«simple.  The  bill  charged,  that 
the  defendant  had  in  his  possession  the  title  deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  the  said  estates,  and  particularly  the 
settlement  of  1698.  And  that,  if  the  defendant  should 
persist  in  the  allegation  that  the  testator  was  tenant  in 
tail  of  the  said  hereditaments,  he  ought  to  set  forth  the 
date  &c.  of  the  deed  or  instrument  by  which  such  entail 
was  created;  and  ought  also  to  put  into  a  box  or  bundle 
all  the  tide  deeds,  evidences,  and  writings  relating  to  the 
said  estate,  ui  his  possession  or  power,  and  produce  and 
leave  the  same  in  the  hands  of  his  clerk  in  court,  for  the 
usual  purposes. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  re- 
quired him  to  set  forth,  whether  the  estates  did  not,  in  the 
year  1698,  belong  to  an  ancestor  of  the  testator;  and  whe- 
ther the  same  were  not  settled  by  an  indenture,  dated  in 
that  year,  in  the  manner  in  the  bill  stated;  and  as  to  so 
much  of  the  bill  as  called  oA  the  defendant  to  set  forth  the 
date  of  the  deed  by  which  the  entail  was  created,  and  the 
parties  thereto,  and  as  required  him  to  produce  the  title 
deeds  and  writings.  The  defendant  answered  the  remain- 
der of  the  bill ;  and,  by  the  answer,  he  denied  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had,  since  the  decree,  discovered,  or  that  the  fact  was, 
that  the  testator  was  not  tenant  in  tail  of  the  estates  men- 
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1831.         tioned  in  the  bill»  or  that  he  was  not  seised  in  fee-simple 
Wilson       thereof^  ot  of  any  part  thereof. 


v. 

FORSTER. 


Mr.  Purvis,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  contended, 
that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  by  their  bill  shew  any  title  to 
the  discovery  sought  by  them,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  entml 
stated  by  the  bill  had  been  created,  the  plaintifli  could 
have  no  interest  in  the  estates.  That  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
claim  under  the  entail  but  in  opposition  to  it,  and  were  not 
entitled  to  the  production  of  the  deed  of  entail,  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  what  estates  were  comprised  in  it. 
Nor  were  they  entitled  to  the  other  deeds,  as  they  related 
to  the  plaintiff^s  title.  And  he  cited  Sampsom  y.  SwetteH' 
ham  (a),  and  Compian  y«  Earl  Grey  (&}• 

Mr.  Koe,  and  Mr.  Chttig,  for  the  bill,  contended,  that 
if  the  deed  of  1668,  creatmg  the  entail,  were  produced,  it 
would  appear  that  a  small  portion  only  of  the  estates  was 
actually  entuled ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were,  therefore,  to 
a  certun  extent,  interested  in  that  deed,  and  entitled  to  the 
production  of  it  as  a  means  of  shewing  that  the  other  es- 
tates were  not  included  in  it;  and  that  they  were  also  en- 
tided  to  the  production  of  the  other  deeds.  And  they  re-> 
ferred  to  Stroud  v.  Deacon  (c),  SmitA  v.  The  Duke  of 
Northumberland  (d),  and  Sanders  ▼•  King  {e). 

The  demurrer  was  allowed* 

(a)  6  Madd.  16.  {d)  ]  Cox,  363. 

(b)  1  Yoonge  &  J.  154.  (e)  6  Mad.  61;  see  also  2  Sim. 
(0  1  Ves.  37.                             &  Stu.  277. 
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1831. 

Warrington,  Clerk,  v.  Sadler,  Kirkby,  Morton,  and 

Metcalfe. 

M  HIS   suit  was  originally   instituted  by  the  vicar  of  A?]caragebeing 

the  parish  of  Leeie,  in  the  county  of  York,  against  the  uonlforde^*"" 

defendants  Sadler  and  Morion,  (and  two  other  persons,  ^?/J?y'!J!L 

against  whom  the  suit  was  not  prosecuted),  as  occupiers  and  certain  ai- 

of  land  in  different  townships,  within  the  parish,  for  an  t^e  sequel 

account  of  the  tithe  of  hay,  and  all  small  tithes,  and  sa-  ^\^^^ 

tisfaction  for  the  same.  >^^  notwith- 

^  ttandingi  £le  his 

The  defendant  Sadler,  by  his  answer,  admitted   the  bui  against  the 
institution  and  induction  of  the  plaintiff  as  vicar,  and  his  ^^^Canda^ 
right  to  tithe  of  hay,  and  all  small  tithes,  within  the  vi-  tbfcction  of  their 

®  .  tithes,  without 

carage  and  parish,  or  the  moduses  or  customary  payments  mai&ing  the  se- 
payable  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  such  tithes,  save  and  pUnntiff,  though 
except  so  far  as  the  plaintiff's  right  to  receive  and  take  ^o" between" 
such  moduses  and  customary  payments  in  lieu  thereof  theoccupiersand 
was  affected  by  the  sequestration  thereinafter  mentioned,  tor  was  alleged. 
That  the  parish  of  Leeke  comprised,  among  other  town-  niodu^om^ 
ships,  the  townships  of  Landmoth,  including  Caito,  Ox-  ^"  pleaded, 

»  »      s-w     It         1  1  i»    ****^   *"■  '"P" 

baimc,  Oxmoor,  and  Marygold  Hall,  the  township  of  ported  by  seve- 
Crosby,  with  the  outhouses,  and  the  township  o{  Knay-  bya^nt'deai 
ion  and  Silton;  and  which  townships,  with  their  respec-  J^^^^^'j 

an  earlier  ter* 
rier,  the  modus 
was  stated  to  be  6i.  Os.  Ad,,  from  which  it  was  contended,  that  the  immemoriality  of  the  payment 
was  disproved : — the  Court  held,  that  this  terrier  alone  was  not  sufficient,  as  opposed  to  the  other 
evidence,  to  defeat  the  modus ;  and  that  the  additional  Ad,  might  either  have  been  introduced  inta 
the  terrier  by  mistake,  or  might  have  been  a  small  fee  for  the  collection. 

A  modus  of  \Zt,  Ad.  was  pleaded  as  payable  on  the  first  Sunday  after  old  St,  MichaeVs  Day,  by 
the  occupiers  of  Uinds  within  the  township  of  ji,  and  the  township  of  ^.;  of  which  the  occupiers 
in  ji.  contributed  and  paid  10«.,  and  the  occupiers  of  lands  In  B.  contributed  and  paid  Zs,  Ad,,  in 
lieu  of  the  tithes  of  hay  and  grass  in  and  throughout  the  townships,  and  which  modus  had 
been  accustomed  to  be  paid  on  the  altar  table  of  ihe  parish  church.  The  payment  was  supported 
by  several  antient  terriers,  but  which  only  stated  the  13s.  Ad,  as  payable  for  tkt  townships  of  ^« 
and  B,,  without  referring  to  any  contribution : — Held,  that  the  modus  as  pleaded  was  supported 
by  the  evidence;  that  the  contribution  was  a  private  arrangement  between  the  townships,  by  which 
the  vicar  was  not  bound,  and  that  he  had  his  remedy  against  any  part  of  both  townships  for  the 
entire  modus. 

A  modus  was  pleaded  as  payable  by  the  occupiers  of  lands  within  two  townships ;  the  external 
boundaries  of  both  the  townships  were  deariy  and  distinctly  made  out  in  evidence,  but  the  witnesses 
deposed  that  the  lands  in  the  two  townships  were  intermixed,  and  could  not  be  distinguished  ;«- 
Held,  that  the  boundaries  were  sufficiently  proved. 

VOL.  I.  X 


Sadler. 


284  EQUITY  CASES  IN  TUG 

1831.        tive  appendages^  were  distinguished  by  known  metes  and 
"    ^  boundaries.     The  defendant  Sadler  admitted  his  occu- 

Warrington 

V.  pation  of  a  farm  and  lands  in  the  township  of  Crosby, 

and  his  perception  of  hay^  and  other  titheable  matters, 
the  tithes  of  which  were  of  the  nature  of  small  tithes ; 
but  he  denied  that  the  plaintiff  as  vicar,  or  that  the  per- 
son claiming  under  the  sequestration  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, was  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  any  of  sych  titheable 
matters  in  kind,  for  that  there  was  p^able  and  paid,  and 
of  right  ought  to  be  paid,  to  the  vicar  for  the  time  being, 
by  the  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  said  township  of 
Landmoth,  including  Caito^  Oxbank,  Oxmoor,  and  Mary^ 
gold  Hallj  and  in  the  said  township  of  Crosby^  with  the 
outhouses,  for  the  time  being,  the  modus  or  antient  cus- 
tomary yearly  payment  of  6/.,  of  which  the  occupiers  of 
lands  within  the  said  township  of  Landmoth^  with  its  said 
appendagest  contributed  and  paid,  and  of  right  ought  to 
contribute  and  pay,  the  sum  of  4/.  I3s.  4fd.;  and  the  oc- 
cupiers of  lands  within  the  said  township  of  Crosby^  toith 
its  appendages,  contributed  and  paid,  and  of  right  ought 
to  contribute  and  pay  the  sum  of  IL  6s.  8d.,  by  two  equal 
portions  or  payments,  on  the  Sunday  after  St.  MarKs 
Day,  and  the  Sunday  after  St.  Luke^s  Day,  in  every 
year,  for,  and  in  lieu,  and  full  satisfaction  of  and  for  all 
and  singular  the  vicarial  tithes,  of  which  the  tithes  of  hay 
and  grass  within  the  said  townships  of  Landmoth  and 
Crosby,  with  their  said  respective  appendages,  were  part» 
yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  increasing  in  and 
throughout .  the  said  townships,  with  their  appendages; 
and  that  such  payments  had  been  accustomed  to  be 
made  at  the  altar  table  in  the  parish  church  of 
*  Leeke.  The  answer  then  stated,  that  the  vicarage  had 
been,  since  1815,  and  then  was,  under  sequestration 
to  Charles  Metcalfe  for  a  debt,  and  by  whom,  or  whose 
attorney  or  agent,  the  vicarial  tithes,  or  the  moduses  or 
customary  payments  in  lieu  thereof,  were  regularly  re- 
ceived, and  to  whom  the  modus  or  customary  payment 
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in  lieu  of  the  Ticarial  tithes  of  the  said  townships  of  Land-'        1831. 
moth  and  Crosby^  with  their  respective  appendages^  had    ^ 
been  paid  and  satisfied  up  to  the  last  day  for  the  payment       ^  v, 
thereof*    And  the  defendant  insisted  that  the  sequestraF* 
tor  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit,  and  that  the  vicar 
could  not  alone  maintain  any  suit  against  the  defendant 
for  the  vicarial  tithes  of  his  farm  and  lands^  or  the  said 
modus  or  customary  payment*    The  defendant  also  insist- 
ed on  payment  of  the  modus  to  the  sequestrator^,  in  bar  of 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  and  claimed  the  same  benefit  as  if 
it  had  been  pleaded. 

The  defendant  Morion^  by  bis  answer,  stated  his  oe« 
cupation  of  two  farms,  one  of  which  was  situate  partly 
in  the  township  of  Leeke  and  partly  in  the  township  of 
Gueldable,  and  the  other  of  which  farms  was  situate 
partly  in  the  township  of  Barrowby  and  partly  in  the 
township  of  Oueldefbley  within  the  vicarage  aiid  parish  of 
Leeke.  And,  in  a  schedule,  he  stated  the  particulars  of 
the  farms  and  lands,  distinguishing  therein  those  parts 
of  the  first-mentioned  fami  which  were  in  the  township  of 
Leeke f  from  those  which  were  in  the  township  of  Gueldable, 
and  those  parts  of  the  secondly-mentioned  farm  which 
were  in  the  township  of  Barrcwby^  from  those  which  were 
in  the  township  of  Gueldable.  The  defendant  admitted 
the  perception  of  titheable  matters,  but  alleged  the  follow- 
ing moduses  to  be  payable  to  the  vicar,  vim. — 15^.  payable 
on  the  first  Sunday  after  ^M  Si*  MiehaeFs  Day,  in  lieu  an^ 
foil  satisfiietion  of  and  for  the  tithes  of  hay  and  grass,  yearly 
arising  and  renewing  in  and  throughout  the  township  of 
Leeke;  and  ISs.  4d.  payable  by  the  occupiers  of  lands 
within  the  township  of  Barrowby  and  the  township  of 
Gueldable,  for  the  time  being,  on  the  first  Sunday  after 
old  Si.  MichaeFs  Day,  and  of  which  ISs.  4d.  the  occu- 
piers of  lands  within  the  township  o{ Barrowby  c6ntributed 
and  paid,  and  of  right  ought  to  contribute  and  pay,  lOs*, 
and  the  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  township  of  Gueld- 
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1831.         able,  contributed  and  paid,  and  of  right  ought  to  contri- 
J     ^"^^      bute  and  pay,  3*.  4«t,  for  and  in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction 
9.  of  and  for  the  tithes  of  hay  and  grass,  yearly  arising,  grow- 

ing, renewing,  and  increasing,  in  and  throughout  the  town- 
ships of  Barrawbff  and  GueldablCf  and  the  titheable  places 
thereof;  and  which  moduses  had  been  accustomed  to  be 
paid  at  the  altar  table  of  the  parish  church  of  Leeke. 
The  answer,  in  other  respects,  was  similar  to  the  answer 
of  the  other  defendant 

The  plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  by  making  Meica^e,  the 
sequestrator,  a  defendant ;  who  put  in  an  answer  stating  the 
existence  of  the  sequestration,  and  the  continuance  of  his 
debt,  and  stating,  that  as  he  was  not  informed  either  of 
the  validity  of  the  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  or  of 
the  defence  made  thereto,  he  was  unwilling  to  incur  the 
costs  of  the  suit  by  becoming  a  plaintiff  therein;  and  that 
he  had  not  been  requested  to  become  a  plaintiff  until  De^ 
cember,  1830,  when  considerable  coists  had  already  been 
incurred. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  consisted  of  an 
extract  from  Pope  Nicholas'  Taxation,  1293,  in  which  the 
rectory  of  Leeke  was  stated  to  be  worth  80  marks.  The 
endowment,  dated  17th  July,  1344,  by  which  the  vicarage 
was  endowed  with  the  hall  and  chambers  in' the  mansion, 
with  a  close  adjoining,  the  whole  altarage  of  the  parish 
church,  the  tithes  of  hay  of  Leeke,  Knayton,  Landemote, 
Brathwath,  Silton,  Hepawikes,  Alverion,  and  Crosby,  and 
in  other  the  minute  tithes  of  the  parish,  by  whatsoever 
name  they  were  known;  also  in  all  other  profits  whatever, 
except  as  after  reserved,  and  with  two  ox-gangs  of  land  in 
Silton.  The  residue  of  the  mansion  of  the  rectory,  and 
the  tithes  of  sheaves  of  the  whole  parish  of  Leeke,  and  the 
yearly  rent  of  2Ss.  8d,,  which  John  of  Leeke  had  been  ac- 
customed to  pay  to  the  rectors  of  the  church  of  Leeke; 
and  also  the  tithe  of  hay  of  the  demesne  meadows  of  the 
rector,  under  Cotecliffe,  and  of  the  meadows  of  Berghby, 
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were  reserved  to  the  Bishop  of  Durham  and  his  episcopal         1831. 
table.  „ 

Warrington 

-    An  extract  from  the  NontB  RoUs^  15  Edw.  3,  - 1351 «  in  »• 

which,  inter  aUa,  the  tithes  of  hay  were  stated  to  be  worth 
6/.  ISs.  4td,f  and  the  oblations  and  other  small  tithes  10^. 

The  Ecclesiastical  Survey ,  26  Hen.  8,  which  stated  the 
vicarage  to  be  worth  in  tithe  of  hay,  SOs, ;  calves,  lOs, ; 
lambs,  50^.  /  wool,  50s. ;  other  minute  tithes,  50^.,  &c.  &c« 

A  terrier  of  1716,  signed  by  the  vicar  and  two  church- 
wardens, headed, ''  A  terrier  of  the  tithes  belonging  to  the 
vicarage  of  Leeke^  and  all  the  other  emoluments  belong- 
ing to  the  church  of  Leeke,**  which  contained  an  entry  to 
the  following  effect — **  ImprimiSf  the  hay  tithe  in  \A^or/A 
AUerton  Inge,  joining  on  Cod-Bech,  likewise  the  church- 
yard, with  the  parsonage  garth,  with  all  the  small  tithes 
whatever  belonging  to  the  parish  of  Leeke,**  Another 
terrier,  17S7,  which  was  entitled — *'  A  terrier  of  the  glebe 
and  other  tithes  and  pensions  belonging  to  the  vicarage  of 
LeekeT  and  which  was  also  signed  by  the  vicar  and  two 
churchwardens.  In  this  terrier,  the  glebe  was  described, 
and  then  followed  the  names  of  several  places  with  sums 
placed  opposite  to  them,  among  which  were  Crosby ^ 
Kaithow,  Landmothf  and  Oxbank,  6L  Os,  4fd./  Oreat 
LeekCf  2L/  Knayian,  91.;  and  Barrowby,  6L;  but  what 
the  sums  were  payable  for  was  not  stated,  nor  was  the  word 
tithes  mentioned,  except  in  the  heading  of  the  terrier. 

The  plaintiff  also  read  in  evidence  various  passages 
from  the  answers. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  consisted 
of  seven  terriers,  dated  respectively,  1760,  1764,  1770, 
1777,  1781,  1786,  1809,  and  1817;  all  of  which,  except 
the  two  last,  were  signed  by  the  vicar ;  and  which  contained, 
in  terms,  the  moduses  pleaded  by  the  defendants.  The 
textiers  also  contained  other  moduses,  but  which,  it  was 
admitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  did  not  now  exist 
as  moduses. 
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1831.  The  defendants  also  proved,  by  the  parol  testimony  of 

many  witnesses,  the  boundaries  of  the  townships,  and 
that  the  lands  of  the  defendants  were  within  those  town- 
ships* With  respect,  however,  to  the  townships  of  JSar* 
rowby  and  Oueldablet  the  witnesses  proved,  that  though 
the  external  boundaries  of  those  townships  were  well 
known,  the  internal  divisions  of  the  two  townships  were 
unknown,  and  could  not  be  distinguished*  The  witnesses 
also  proved  the  payment,  as  moduses,  of  the  several  sums 
pleaded  by  the  defendants,  and  the  reputation  that  the 
same  were  paid  as  moduses.  They  also  proved  the  repu- 
tation to  that  effect  among  old  pensons  since  dead. 

The  defendants  likewise  proved  by  the  examination  of 
the  agent  of  Metcalfe^  the  sequestrator,  that  the  vicarage 
was  under  sequestration,  and  had  been  so  ever  since  the 
year  1815;  that  during  all  that  time  the  agent  of  the  se* 
questrator  had  received  the  vicarial  tithes  of  the  vicarage 
and  parish,  or  the  moduses  or  customary  payments  in  lieu 
thereof.  The  agent  also  proved  the  payment  to  him,  as 
such  agent  of  the  sequestrator,  of  the  several  moduses 
pleaded  by  the  defendants,  and  the  receipt  by  him  of  the 
other  vicarial  tithes  of  the  defendants,  from  the  year 
1815,  down  to  the  present  time,  and  that  the  moduses  had 
been  annually  received. 

Mr.  Jervis  and  Mr.  J.  JervU  for  the  pkmtiff. — Tike 
endowment,  which  is  subsequent  to  the  time  of  legal 
memory,  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of 
moduses  at  the  date  of  that  document  The  values  as- 
cribed to  the  different  articles  in  the  endowment,  and  in 
the  other  ancient  documents,  are  also  wholly  opposed  to 
ihe  presumption  of  moduses  being  then  payable.  The 
words  minutdB  dednksp,  which  occur  in  the  endowment, 
have  been  held,  when  used  in  the  andent  documents, 
to  afford  strong  evidence  against  the  existence  of  a  modus; 
and  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  value  of  the  tithes  is 
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given  in  sueh  documents,  it  implies  a  taking  in  kind,  and  1831. 
not  sub  modo  (a).  The  modus  of  6/.  for  the  township  of 
Landmoih,  including  Caiio,  Oxbamk^  Oxmoor,  and  Mary*  "' "^vf 
gold  Hall,  and  the  township  of  Crosby,  with  the  out-  ^^»<^b'« 
houseSi  is  disproved  by  the  evidence ;  the  terrier  of  1 7^ 
shewing  that  6/«  0^.  4d.,  and  not  6/.,  was  then  paid  for 
Crosby  and  Caiio,  Landmoih,  and  Oxbank.  The  modus 
of  15#.  for  the  township  of  Leeks  is  also  disproved  by  the 
same  terrier,  which  shews  a  payment  of  %l.  to  have  been 
made  at  that  time  for  Leeke.  And,  according  to  the  same 
terrier,  6^  was  then  paid  for  the  township  of  Barrowby. 
Evidence  of  payments  of  different  amount  having  been 
made,  is  destructive  of  the  modus;  and  evidence  subsequent 
to  the  time  of  memory,  that  the  payments  alleged  did  not 
then  exist,  will  defeat  the  presumption  arising  from  later 
usage,  however  uniform,  and  however  clearly  proved.  Fisher 
▼•  Graves  (b),  Shori  v.  Lee  (c),  and  the  Homehurch  case  (cQ. 
The  modus  of  I3s.  4:d.  for  the  townships  of  Barrowby  and 
Gueldable  is  not  sufficiently  proved,  the  witnesses  who  prove 
the  boundaries  of  those  townships,  stating  that  the  boun* 
daries  of  the  two  townships  are  intermix^,  and  admitting 
that  they  are  unable  to  distinguish  them. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Orjfilth  RichardSf  for  the  defend- 
ants.— 'The  plaintiff  has  no  title  to  sue  in  equity  without 
j<Hning  the  sequestrator  as  a  plaintiff.  It  is  proved,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  that  they  have  satisfied  the  se- 
questrator for  all  titheable  matters  accrued  due  for  them 
down  to  the  present  time.  The  plaintiff  has  therefore  no 
right  to  any  account  from  the  defendants.  The  sequestra- 
tor may  be  compared  to  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  whose 
receipts  would  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  tenant  as 


(a)   Halte  V.  £yfeaff>  4  Price,         (c)  2  Jac.  &  W.  464. 
417;  2  E.  &  Y.  497.  W  Morgan  v.  TyUr,  dted  io 

(6)  1  M'Clel.  &  Youngc,  362.       Short  v.  Lee. 
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1831.        against  the  mortgagor.    If  a  case  of  collusion  between  the 
w  R  TNOTON    sequestrator  and  the  occupiers  had  been  made  out,  it  might 
V.  be  different,  but  collusion  is  not  even  suggested.   Suppose 

an  action  to  be  brought  by  the  sequestrator  in  the  name  of 
the  incumbent  against  the  occupier,  he  would  hot  have 
any  defence  to  the  action,  and  he  is  not  to  be  again  ha- 
rassed by  the  incumbent.     The  receipt  of  the  sequestra- 
tor is  conclusive.     The  sequestrator  ought  to  be  a  plain- 
tiff and  not  a  defendant ;  for  if  any  thing  should  appear  to 
be  due  from  the  defendants,  it  would  be  due  to  the  seques- 
trator, and  not  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  Court  could  not  in 
this  suit  decree  payment  to  the  sequestrator.     If  the  vicar 
be  dissatisfied  with  the  conduct  of  the  sequestrator,  he 
may  apply  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  (a),  or  he  may  file 
his  bill  against  him  for  an  account  of  what  he  has  receiv- 
ed, or  might  have  received.     The  vicar  has  no  interest  in 
the  tithes  which  have  accrued  due,  and  cannot  maintain  a 
suit  against  the  occupiers  merely  for  a  declaration  of  his 
right  to  tithes.     Assuming,  however,  that  the  vicar  may 
alone  maintain  this  suit,  then  the  defendants  have  satisfac- 
torily made  out  their  mod  uses.     The  mention  of  hay  and 
other  tithes  in  the  endowment  does  not  necessarily  import 
that  the  tithes  were  payable  in  kind.     The  ancient  docu- 
ments are  not  entitled  to  any  weight  with  respect  to  the 
value  of  the  tithes.  Elersv.Thomley(b);  Breey.Beck{c); 
Lord  Redesdale  v.  Walby  {d).    The  terrier  of  1787  does 
not  disprove  the  moduses.    The  addition  of  the  4dL  in  the 
modus  for  Landmoth  and  Crosby,  in  that  terrier,  must  be 
a  mistake,  the  sum  stated  in  all  the  other  terriers,  being  6L 
The  difference  in  the  amount  of  the  sums  stated  in  that 
terrier  to  be  payable  for  the  other  townships,  and  the 
moduses  pleaded  for  those  townships,  is  accounted  for  by 


(a)  3  Burn's  E.  L.  341,  title         (c)  Ante,  p.  211. 
"  Sequestrator**  (d)  Ante,  p.  203. 

(6)  Not  reported. 
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the  moduses  being  in  lieu  of  titbe  hay  only,  whilst  the  sums         1831. 
mentioned  in  the  terrier  are  for  all  tithes ;  and  it  does  not 
ajjipear  what  proportion  of  those  sums  was  payable  for  hay  v. 

tithe,  and  what  proportion  for  the  other  small  tithes. 

Mr.  Jervis  in  reply. — The  bill  originally  was  brought 
against  the  occupiers  onlyj  but,  on  the  objection  being 
raised  by  the  answer,  the  bill  was  amended,  by  making 
the  sequestrator  a  party,  and  praying  that  the  amount  of 
the  tithes  found  due  might  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  or  as. 
the  Court  should  direct.  It  has  been  long  settled  that  a 
sequestrator  cannot  alone  maintain  any  action  or  suit,  be- 
ing merely  a  bailiff  to  the  bishop,  and  having  no  interest 
in  the  matter.  Berwick  ▼.  Swanion  (a).  The  case  of  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  has  no  application,  the  mortgagor 
being,  after  default,  only  tenant  at  will,  and  the  mort- 
I  gagee  having  an  absolute  estate  in  the  property.    The 

\  value  of  the  hay  and  small  tithes,  as  stated  in  the  Non€B 

Rolls f  is  6/./  so  that  the  moduses  pleaded  for  tithe  hay 
only  of  the  townships  in  question,  is  more  than  the  value 
of  the  tithe  of  the  hay  of  the  whole  parish  according  to 
that  document  The  Ecclesieuiical  Survey  shews  that 
there  was  a  fluctuation  in  the  value  of  the  hay,  and  of  the 
vicarage,  which  could  not  have  been  the  case  if  these 
fixed  money  payments  had  then  existed.  The  terriers  of 
1716  and  1727,  shew  conclusively  that  the  moduses  now 
set  up  did  not  then  exist.  And  those  andent  documents 
are  not  to  be  overturned  by  the  more  modem  terriers  pro- 
duced by  the  defendants. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — This  is  a  bill  by  the  vicar  of  ^prU  23rrf. 
LeekCi  in  the  county  of  Yarkf  for  an  account  and  satis- 

(a)  Bunb.   192;  Dodd's  MS.  222;    1  Eagle  &  Younge,  705: 

137;  1  Eagle  &  Youn^e,  574.  See  and  Bishop  of  London  v.  NichoUj 

also  The  Bishop  of  ^onoicA  and  Bunb.  141;  1  Eagle  &  Younge, 

Eachard  y.  Bucklea,  Dodd's  MS.  793. 
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1831.        faction  of  small  tithes.    Moduses  are  set  up  in  answer  to 
w^Trikotom    *^®  demand.     The  moduses  pleaded  are — Firstf  a  modus 
V.  o{6L,  which  is  alleged  to  be  payable  for  particular  town-' 

ships  in  the  parish,  for  all  the  vicarial  tithes,  including  tithes 
of  hay  and  grass.  Secondly,  a  modus  of  15»,,  stated  to  be 
payable  in  lieu  of  tithes  of  hay  and  grass,  in  the  township 
of  Leeke.  And  thirdly,  a  modus  of  18#.  4d.  in  lieu  of 
tithes  of  hay  and  grass,  in  the  townships  of  Barrowby 
and  Gueldable,  and  to  which  last-mentioned  modus  it  is 
alleged  the  townships  of  Barrowby  and  Gueldable  contri- 
bute in  the  following  proportions,  dt>.  the  former  10^.,  and 
the  latter  S^.  4d. 

The  evidence  relied  on  in  opposition  to  the  moduses 
was — First,  the  endowment,  the  language  of  whichi  if 
taken  by  itself,  would  certainly  tend  to  shew  that  no  mo* 
dus  existed  at  that  time ;  for  it  states  that  the  vicarage 
shall  consist  of  the  whole  altarage,  of  the  tithe  of  hay,  and 
in  other  the  small  tithes,  and  no  modus  is  mentioned 
in  it:  but  this  is  not  conclusive ;  it  only  aflbrds  an  argument 
that  no  such  modus  then  existed ;  and  that  argument  must 
be  considered,  as  to  the  effect  of  it,  with  reference  to 
the  rest  of  the  evidence.  Secondly,  Pope  Nicholas^ 
Taxation*  In  my  opinion,  this  document  does  not  throw 
any  light  on  the  subject.  Thirdly,  the  Nona  Roll,  which 
states  the  tithe  of  hay  to  be  of  the  value  of  61.  ISi.  4</.,  and 
the  oblations  and  small  tithes  to  be  wortji  lOf.  Fourthly^ 
the  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  which  states  the  tithe  of  hay  to 
be  worth  90s.  There  is  no  mention  of  any  modus  in  either 
the  one  or  the  other  of  these  documents.  These  docu* 
ments  are  not  conclusive  as  to  value;  they  only  afford  an 
argument  in  the  same  manner  as  the  endowment,  and  they 
must  be  tsJcen  in  connexion  with  the  other  evidence.  The 
terrier  of  1716  does  not  make  any  mention  of  a  modus. 
This  also  is  by  no  means  conclusive,  but  only  affords  the 
Kke  argument  as  the  endowment.  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  next  terrier,  that  of  17S7,  whether  the  payments 
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mentioned  in  it  were  compositions  for  a  given  period,  or        ^8dF. 
for  that  year  only.    There  is  nothing  contained  in  the  ter*    warriiwton 
riers  respecting  moduses.  *- 

Such  is  the  evidence  opposed  to  the  moduses.  Stand- 
ing by  itself,  it  would  appear,  from  this  evidence,  that  no 
moduses  exist.  But  it  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  the 
evidence  on  the  other  side,  which  is  extremely  strong. 
The  first  terrier,  that  of  1760,  stetes  distinctly  the  6L  to 
be  paid  as  a  modus ;  but  then  it  is  said  that  there  is  a  va- 
riance in  the  amount  of  the  modus,  as  stated  in  this  terrier 
and  the  terrier  of  17S7,  of  4d!.  This  appears  to  me  entirely 
matter  of  evidence;  the  one  must  be  taken  in  conjunction 
with  the  other.  If  those  two  terriers  stood  alone,  it  might 
be  doubtful  which  was  the  correct  payment;  and  it  must 
have  stood  over  until  the  other  terriers  were  examined. 
All  the  other  terriers,  six  in  number,  concur  in  stating  the 
modus  as  a  modus,  in  terms,  of  6/.  Now,  if  implicit  reli- 
anoe  could  be  placed  on  the  fact  of  6/.  0«.  4dl  having  been 
paid  in  the  year  17S7,  instead  of  the  6/L  mentioned  in  the 
answer,  it  would  be  difficult  to  support  the  modua;  but 
the  evidence  must  be  taken  altogether.  It  is  not  unlikely 
that  there  may  be  a  mistake,  or  there  might  have  been  some 
small  charge  incidental  to  the  collection.  It  does  not  of  ne- 
cessity establish  that  the  6/.  0«.  4d.  was  the  actual  payment 
in  17^.  The  variation  in  the  sums  may  be  reconciled  by 
supposing  a  mistake.  The  eridence  does  not,  however, 
rest  here.  From  the  year  1760,  down  to  the  present  time, 
ibe  terriers  are  open  to  the  observation,  that  though  they 
are  signed  by  the  vicar,  they  state  a  variety  of  other  mo- 
duses as  being  payable  to  the  ricar^  which  afterwards  turn 
out  not  to  be  moduses.  We  then  come  to  the  parol  eri- 
dence. All  the  witnesses  state  the  payment,  as  far  as  me- 
mory goes,  to  have  been  6L  only,  and  to  have  been  paid  as 
a  modus,  and  there  is  evidence  of  reputation  carsying  the 
payment  still  farther  back. 
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1831.  Taking  this  altogether i  though  I  admit  there  may  be 

Warrihotoh   ^™®  doubty  still  the  case  is  so  strong,  that  I  feel  it  impos* 

^   ^*  sible  to  make  a  decree  for  an  account  without  first  directing 

Sadler.  , 

an  issue.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  evidence  in 
opposition  to  the  modus  is  sufficiently  clear  to  justify  me 
in  directing  an  account  in  the  first  instance. 

As  to  the  modus  for  the  township  otLeeke,  the  modus  is 
stated  to  be  IBs.,  in  lieu  of  the  tithe  of  hay.  The  terrier  of 
17S7;  and  which  was  chiefly  relied  on  in  the  argument  in 
opposition  to  the  modus«  states  the  modus  for  Leeke  to  be 
fU.,  but  it  does  not  state  for  what  the  modus  was  payable, 
and  is  therefore  not  conclusive.  It  is  possible  that  the  9L 
might  have  been  in  lieu  of  all  small  tithesi  and  it  is  not  ne- 
cessarily inciHisistent  witii  the  pajrment  of  1&.,  unless  there 
was  dear  and  distinct  evidence  that  the  remaining  Sfo. 
would  not  correspond  with  the  value  of  the  rest  of  the  tithes. 

This  part  of  the  case  is  not,  however,  so  strong  as  the 
modus  of  6/.,  as  it  is  not  called  a  modus,  but  is  merely 
stated  to  be  in  lieu  of  tithes.  But  it  is  a  payment  which 
appears  to  have  been  uniformly  made  for  upwards  of 
sev^ity  years;  and#  according  to  the  parol  eyidaice,  it 
has  been  paid  as  a  modus.  I  am  bound  to  come  to  the 
same  conclusion  respecting  this  as  the  former  modus;  I 
cannot  decree  an  account  without  an  issue. 

The  same,  observation  applies  to  the  modus  of  IS^.  4dL 
for  Barrowbjf,  the  course  of  argument  against  which  has 
been  the  same. 

It  has  been  remarked,  that,  by  the  terriers,  the  modus  for 
6/.  appears  to  be  payable  for  a  certain  district;  whilst  the 
modus,  as  laid  in  -the  answer,  is  stated  to  be  paid  by  a 
contribution  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  district.  I  do 
not  see  any  inconsistency  in  this;  and  it  appears  to  me, 
that,  in  the  manner  in  which  this  modus  is  laid,  the  vicar 
would  be  entided  to  go  over  the  whole  district,  or  against 
any  part  of  it.  There  are  two  divisions  in  the  dbtrict, 
and,  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  there  is  a  contribution 
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between  the  individuak;  to  which,  however,  the  vicar  is         IBdl. 
no  party,  nor  is  he  in  any  manner  bound  or  affected  by  it.    ^kkrimoton 
This  observation  applies  to  two  of  the  moduses.  ^' 

This  leads  me  to  the  consideration  of  another  objection 
which  was  raised  in  the  argument,  vix.  that  the  internal 
division  of  the  township  of  Landmoth  from  the  township 
of  Crosby f  is  not  suflSciently  marked.  Now,  I  apprehend  it 
to  be  quite  sufficient,  if  the  external  boundaries  of  the 
whole  district  are  defined  with  reasonable  certainty.  The 
vicar  has  his  remedy  over  the  whole  district,  and  the  con- 
tribution does  not  form  part  of  the  modus.  If  the  parties 
go  on,  unnecessarily,  to  state  that  the  modus  is  paid  by  a 
contribution,  it  is  not  necessary  for  them  to  state  the  pro- 
portions in  which  it  is  contributed.  I  think  this  objection 
cannot  be  sustained. 

It  will  be  distinctly  understood,  that  anjFthing  I  may 
have  said,  is  not  in  any  respect  to  prejudice  the  trial  of 
the  issues. 


Collier  t?.  Jenkins  and  Others.        ^^/^^>^<^    ^  ^^^t^^^^ 

UN  the  5th  February ^  1828,  John  Cottier,  deceased,  be*  ApenonUTing 
ing  possessed  of  a  colliery  for  a  term  of  fourteen  years,  Sbe  piuciMM'of 
from  the  4th  November,  1820,  entered  into  an  agreement  "  «!**^  ^  ^ 

■InipW)  in  pot- 

with  the  defendant,  Thomas  Jenkins,  to  admit  the  defend-  iMsion,  free 
ant  Jenkins  as  an  equal  partner  in  the  colliery,  from  the  toin<^^di!ed  in- 
2Sth  March  then  next,  in  consideration  of  2000/.  to  be  ^p^e^^^"?* 
paid  by  the  defendant  Jenkins.    The  200M.  was  not  ac-  <^  contnct:  it 

rabieqaeDtly 
appeared  that  a 
good  title  in  poe- 
■eesion  coald  not  be  made  in  oonaeqaence  of  an  outstanding  lease,  for  the  life  of  a  person,  at  a  low  rent: 
a  blU  was  filed  by  the  heir-at-law  of  the  purchaser  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  with 
an  abatement  from  the  purchase-money  as  a  compensation  for  the  lease  for  life,  and  seeking  to 
have  the  purchase-money  paid  out  of  the  personal  assets  of  the  purchaser: — Held^  that  the  pur- 
chaser could  not  have  been  compelled  to  perform  the  contract,  and  that  the  heir  was  not  entitlal  to 
have  it  completed  for  his  benefit. 
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1831.  tually  paid,  but,  on  the  same  5th  February^  1828,  a  con- 
tract was  entered  into  between  the  defendants  ThamoB 
Jenkins  and  John  CoBier  deceased,  and  was  reduced  into 
writing  and  signed  by  them;  by  which  JenHn$  agreed  to 
sell  to  Collier  for  2000/.,  the  fee  simple,  inheritance,  and 
possession  of  an  estate  called  Lydiai,  and  to  deliver  up 
possession  of  the  same  to  Collier  on  the  S5th  March  then 
next»  Collier,  after  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  en« 
tered  into  possession  of  the  estate  called  Lydiai,  or  into 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  continued 
in  such  possession  or  receipt  until  his  death.  Shortly  afker 
die  5th  Febntary,  1828,  Collier  and  Jenkins  jointly  ob- 
tained a  fresh  lease  of  the  colliery  for  a  term  of  fifty  yearn, 
and  under  which  lease  they  jointly  worked  the  collieries. 
On  the  17th  November,  1828,  Collier  and  Jenkins  signed 
another  agreement  to  the  following  efiect: — **  The  said 
Thomas  Jenkins  doth  hereby  agree  to  sell,  and  the  said 
John  Collier  doth  agree  to  purchase  the  inheritance  in  fee 
simple  in  possession  of  all  the  messuages  or  tenements, 
farm,  lands,  and  premises,  called  or  known  by  the  name  of 
Lydiai  farm,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Coiiy,  in  the  county 
of  Glamorgan,  now  in  the  occupation  of  William  Thomas, 
containing  by  admeasurement  eighty-eight  acres,  two  roods, 
and  thirty-two  perched,  free  from  all  incumbrances  of  what 
nature  and  kind  soever;  and  also  all  that  other  messuage 
or  tenement,  farm,  lands,  and  premises,  called  or  known 
by  the  name  oiPark  Gwyk,  situate  in  the  paridi  of  Coiiy,. 
now  ia  the  occupation  of  Morgan  David,  (save  aad  ex- 
cept a  certain  field  or  close  of  land  part  of  Park  Gwyli 
aforesaid,  called  Rhos  BroU,  and  containing  by  estimation, 
exclusive  of  the  same  field  or  dose  of  land  called  Rhos 
BroU,  ninety-three  acres  and  twenty-four  perches,  free 
from  all  incumbrances,  save  and  except  and  subject  to  a 
lease  thereof,  heretofore  granted  for  the  lives  of  WiOiam 
Jtfor^ofi,  aged  seventy-six  years  or  thereabouts,  and  Susan^ 
nah  his  wife,  aged  seventy-three  or  thereabouts,  and  tlie 
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life  of  the  survivor  or  longest  liver  of  them ;  together  with  1831. 
the  rights^  members,  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  pre* 
mises  respectively  belonging  or  appertaining,  at  or  for  the 
price  or  sum  of  3,500/.,  which  hath  been  this  day  paid  to 
the  said  TAomtu  Jenkins,  and  which  he  the  said  ThomoM 
Jenkins  doth  hereby  acknowledge;  the  said  John  CoQier 
being  fully  satisfied  with  the  title  of  him  the  said  Tko^ 
mas  Jenkins  to  the  said  premises.  And  the  said  Tto' 
mas  Jenkins  doth  promise  and  agree  to  execute  such 
proper  conveyances  and  assurances  of  the  said  premises 
unto  the  said  John  Collier,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  he  or 
they  shall  direct,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  except  as  far 
as  regards  Park  Gwylt  as  before  excepted,  as  soon  as  the 
same  shall  have  been  prepared,  and  the  said  Thomas  Jet^ 
kins  shall  have  been  requested  so  to  do.  And  it  is  here- 
by agreed  that  all  such  conveyances  and  assurances  as 
aforesaid,  shall  contain  all  usual  and  other  proper  cove- 
nants for  the  title,  quiet  enjoyment,  and  further  assurance^ 
and  shall  be  prepared  by  and  at  the  expence  of  the  said 
John  Collier.  And  it  is  further  agreed  that  the  said  John 
Collier  shall  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  oS  Lydial 
farm  aforesaid,  and  to  the  rents,  duties,  and  heriots  pay* 
able  by  virtue  of  thq  said  lease  for  and  in  respect  of  Park 
Gwyli  aforesaid,  from  the  S5th  day  of  March  now  last 
past;  up  to  which  time  all  rates,  taxes,  assessments,  and 
other  outgoings,  shall  be  discharged  by  the  said  Thomas 
Jenkins.** 

The  farm  and  lands  called  Lydiat  in  this  agreement,  were 
the  same  farm  and  lands  as  were  mentioned  in  the  agree* 
ment  of  the  S5th  February,  1828.  No  part  of  the  sum  of 
3,500/.  mentioned  in  this  agreement,  and  therein  stated 
to  have  been  paid,  was  actually  paid  to  Jenkins;  but^^it 
was  arranged  between  Jenkins  and  CoUier,  that  the  share 
in  the  colliery  to  which  Jenkins  had  been  admitted,  and 
for  which  hq  was  to  pay  2000/.,  should  be  taken  as  pay- 
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1831.        ment  and  satisfaction  to  the  extent  of  2000L  of  the  pur- 
^   ^  chase-money. 

Collier  *^ 

th  John   Collier  died   intestate  on   the  27th  November^ 

I8289  before  any  conveyance  or  any  further  agreement 
had  been  executed,  leaving  the  plaintiff  his  eldest  son  and 
heir-at-law;  and,  after  his  death,  administration  to  his  per- 
sonal  estate  was  obtained  by  his  widow  Bachel  Collier. 

Subsequently  to  the  death  of  John  Collier ,  it  appeared 
that  Lydiat  farm,  which  had  been  represented  to  be  free 
from  all  incumbrances,  and  was  so  contracted  to  be  sold, 
was  subject  to  a  lease  for  the  life  of  one  Mary  Griffith^  at 
a  very  low  rent. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  heir-at-law  of  John  Collier 
against  Jenkins^  and  against  the  widow  and  administratrix, 
and  the  next  of.  kin  of  John  Collier ^  and  it  sought  the 
completion  of  the  purchases  for  the  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiffs,, and  a  deduction  or  allowance  from  the  purchase-mo- 
ney in  respect  of  the  lease  to  Mary  Griffith^  or  else  the 
payment  by  Jenkins  of  a  sum  of  money  equivalent  to  the 
diminution  in  value,  and  the  investment  of  such  allowance 
or  diminution  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff.  The  biU 
also  prayed,  that  the  1500/.,  the  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money  under  the  contracts  might  be  paid  by  the  adminis- 
„  tratrix  out  of  the  personal  estate. 

The  principal  points  made  in  the  cause,  and  which  were 
raised  by  the  answers  of  the  administrators  and  the  next 
of  kin,  were—Jirsi,  that  the  contract  having  been  for  the 
purchase  of  an  estate  in  possession,  free  from  incum- 
brances, the  purchaser  could  not  have  been  compelled  to 
take  a  reversionary  estate  with  a  compensation.  And 
secondly,  that  the  heir  was  not  entitled  to  the  perform- 
ance of  a  coiitract,  which  his  ancestor  would  not  have 
been  compelled  to  perform  (a). 

(a)  Other  points  were  ndsed,     notice,  as  the  judgment  of  the 
but  which  It  seems  immAterial  to     Court  did  not  refer  to  them. 
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Mr»  Monro i  tor  the  pliuntiffl — Whether  the  purchaser         1^11. 
could  or  could  not  have  heen  compelled  to  perform  the      jollier 
contract,  and    take    a   compensation,    he    might   have  «• 

insisted  on  the  performance  of  the  contract  without  a 
eompensatiiHi ;  and,  if  he  could  do  so,  his  heir  has  the 
same  right.  The  life  interest  may  be  the  subject  of 
compensation.  In  Howland  t.  Norris  (a),  a  purchaser  of 
an  estate  free  from  incumbrances  was  compeHed  to  take 
the  estate,  subject  to  certain  outgoings,  with  a  com* 
.pensation.  And  there.  Lord  TAurlow  refers  to  a  case 
in  which  a  person  purchased  an  estate  with  a  wharf  on 
part  of  it,  the  great  object  with  him  being  the  wharf;  but 
the  vendor  being  unable  to  make  a  title  to  the  wharf,  the 
purchaser  was  compelled  to  take  the  rest  of  the  estate, 
with  a  compensadon  for  the  wharf.  In  Drew  v.  Han- 
son (£),  an  estate  was  sold,  with  the  com  and  hay  tithes 
of  the  whole  parish;  it  appeared,  that  half  the  hay  tithe 
belonged  to  the  vicar,  and  that  a  composition  otZL  a- year 
was  paid  for  the  other  half.  Lord  Eldon  expressed  his 
opinion,  that  the  hay  tithe  might  be  the  subject  of  com- 
pensation. And  where,  on  a  sale  of  lands,  a  right  of  en- 
try for  working  salt  mines  was  reserved  to  the  vendor, 
and  on  a  subsequent  sale  no  notice  was  taken  of  this  re- 
servation, even  this  was  treated  as  a  subject  of  compensa- 
tion.   Seaman  v.  Vawdrey  (c). 

Mr.  Seion,  for  the  defendants,  the  administrators  and 
next  of  kin. — The  Court  will  not  carry  a  contract  into 
effect  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir,  where  the  ancestor  might 
himself  have  resisted  the  perfonnance  of  it  Buekmaster 
V.  Harrop  (d),  Broome  v.  Monck  (e).    A  purchaser  cannot 


(a)  1  G0X9  59.  on  a  compensation,  and  xnStnA  the 

{b)  6  Ves.  675.  objection  to  the  title. 
(c)  16  Ves.  390.  In  this  case  the         {i)  7  Ves.  £41 ;  13  Ves.  456. 
parcbaser  expressly  rested  the  case         {e)  10  Ves.  597. 

VOL,  I.  Y 


V. 
JBNK1N9. 
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1831.  be  compelled  to  perfoim  the  ccmtract^  unless  he  gets  sub- 
Collier  stantially  that  which  he  has  contracted  to  purchase ;  thtis 
a  purchaser  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  a  copyhold  es- 
tate in  lieu  of  a  freehold  estate.  Drewe  y.  Corp  {a)f 
Dyerv.  Hargrave  (ft),  KnaiehbuU  v.  Grueber  {c),  Stewart 
V.  AUiston  {d).  The  old  rules  with  respect  to  compensa- 
tion were  absuitl,  and  have  been  departed  from  in  most 
of  the  cases  cited:  it  is  now  clearly  settled,  that  a  pur* 
chaser  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  compensation  wher^ 
he  cannot  have,  substantially,  the  subject  of  his  purchase. 
In  the  present  case,  the  contract  was  for  an  estate  in  pos- 
session, which  the  purchaser  could  not  haye>  m  conse- 
quence of  the  estate  for  life  of  Mary  (rrjjfftihs. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  expressed  his 
opinion,  that  several'  of  the  cases  had  carried  the  subject 
of  compensation  further  than  at  the  present  time  it  woul4 
probably  be  carried;  and  that  the  bill,  in  the  present  in- 
stance, endeavoured  to  carry  it  still  further  than  any  of  the 
former  cases — 

And  his  Lordship  dismissed  the  bill,  with  costs, 

(a)  9  Ves.  368.  (c)  1  Madd.  153;  3  Meriv.  124^ 

{b)  10  Ves.  605.  (d)  1  Meriv.  32. 


DowBiGGEN  V.  Bourne  and  Others. 
It  b  reguitr  for  ThE  bill  ui  this  case  was  filed  against  James  Bourne, 

defendants  to  o  ' 

more  to  ditmiis  John  Boume,  Peter  Bourne f  and  John  Fenton  Cawthome. 
of^prMe^mUonT'  '^^^  defendant, Cati^/Aont^,  demurred  to  the  bill;  but^  upon 

notwithstanding 
the  death  of  an- 
other defendant;  the  order  to  dismiss,  in  this  Court  not  being,  as  in  the  Court  of  Cktmeery,  abso- 
lute in  the  first  instance,  but  an  order  to  shew  cause  only ;  and  the  plaintiff  being  entitled  to  shew 
as  special  cause  the  death  of  the  defendant*  and  to  undertake  to  reTive. 
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argument,  his  demurrer  was  overruled  (a)»    The  other  de-        1831 . 
£ef)dant$  answered.    Before  Cawthome  had  put  in  an  an-     jy^y^^^^f.^^ 
swer,  he  died.    After  his  death,  the  other  defendants  ob-  v. 

taine4  the  usual  order  niri  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 
proiecation*  Instead  of  shewing  the  death  of  Cawihame 
as  cause  against  the  order  to  dismiss,  the  plaintiff  now 
Boyed  to  discbarge  the  order  nUi,  for  irregularitji  with 
co^ts. 

Mr.  B^hettf  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended,  that, 
where  one  defendant  was  dead,  it  was  irregular  for  the 
otbex  defendants  to  move  to  dismiss  in  the  first  instance, 
and  that  the  proper  application  to  be  made  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  revive  against  the  personal  representative 
of  the  deceased  defendant,  within  a  given  time,  or,  that  the 
bill  should  be  dismissed.  This  he  stated  was  the  uniform 
practice  in  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

Mr.  Duckworth^  conird,  did  not  dispute  the  practice  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery  to  be  as  stated,  but  insisted  that  a  dif- 
ferent rule  prevailed  here.  That,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
no  order  nisi  was  obtained,  but  the  bill  was  dismissed  ab- 
solutely ;  whilst,  according  to  the  practice  of  this  Court,  an 
Order  nisi  being  obtained,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  give 
notice  to  the  surviving  defendant  of  his  intention  to  shew 
the  abatement  as  special  cause ;  and,  in  shewing  cause,  the 
Court,  if  there  had  not  been  any  neglect,  would  allow  the 
plaintiff  time  to  revive. 

The  ofiicers  of  the  Court  stating  this  to  be  the  prac- 
tice— 

The  motion  was  refused,  with  costs;  but  time  was  given 
to  revive. 

(a)  AntCf  p.  111. 
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May  2nd,  Bth, 

A  bill  was  aied 
for  discovery 
and  relief,  and 
for  an  injanc- 
tion  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings at  law; 
a  motion  by  the 
plaintiff  to  con- 
tinue an  injunc- 
tion granted  be- 
fore answer,  and 
for  a  commission 
to  examine  wit- 
nesses, in  aid  of 
the  defence  at 
law,  was  refus- 
ed 
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Chimblli  v.  Chauvet. 

The  bin  stated  th^  the  plaintiff;  in  1825,  resided  at  Paris, 
and  in  that  year  employed  the  defendant  as  his  exchange- 
broker  or  agent,  to  buy  and  sell  for  him  stock  in  the  funds; 
and  the. defendant  from  time  to  time  represented  to  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  had  purchased  and  sold  stock,  in  the  name;' 
and  on  the  account,  of  the  plaintiff*;  but  that,  in  point  of  fact, 
such  transactions  Were  not  real  transactions,  but  such  as 
in  England  would  be  called  time  bargains,  and  which  were 
invalid  according  to  the  law  of  France.  That  a  loss  was* 
alleged  by  the  defendant  to  have  been  sustained  by  such 
transactions  to  the  amount  of  7364  francs,  75  centimes,  or 
301  /.  sterling,  of  which  he  rendered  an  account,  and  for  the 
amount  of  which  the  plaintiff*  gave  to  the  defendant  pro*' 
missory  notes.  That  the  plaintiff*  afterwards  discovered 
errors  in  the  account  to  the  amount  of  150/.  sterling,  but> 
in  a  correspondence  with  the  defendant,  he,  in  the  month 
of  August,  1880,  offered  to  pay  4000  francs,  in  full  of  the 
demand;  which  the  defendant  at  first  agreed  to  take,  but 
afterwards  refused ;  and  the  plaintiff^  instituted  proceedings 
at  Paris  to  compel  him  to  abide  by  such  compromise ;  and 
on  the  hearing  of  such  cause,  a  reference  was  directed,  and 
the  4000  francs  were  paid  into  the  chest  of  consignations  to 
abide  the  event.  That  the  plaintiff*  had  applied  to  the 
defendant  to  deliver  up  the  promissory  notes,  but,  instead 
of  doing  so,  he  had  held  the  plaintiff's  to  bail  for  the  a« 
mount  of  them.  The  bill  contained  the  usual  charge  with 
respect  to  books,  papers,  and  writings,  in  the  possession 
or  power  of  the  defendant,  and  prayed  an  injunction  to  re* 
strain  the  defendant  from  indorsing  or  negotiating  the  pro- 
missory notes,  and  from  prosecuting  the  action  commenced 
by  him  or  any  other  action,  and  the  delivery  up  of  the 
notes  to  be  cancelled;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opin- 
ion that  the  same  ought  not  to  be  delivered  up,  and  that 
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-the  plaintiflTwas  bound  to  account  with  the  defendant,  then,         1831. 

that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was  justly  due,      chimelli 

and  that  the  defendant  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the      cbaufet. 

notes,  as  a  security  for  what  was  really  due,  over  and  above 

•the  4000  francs  paid  into  the  chest  of  consignations  at 

Paris.    And  in  case  it  should  appear,  that  the  plaintiff 

was  not  indebted  in  a  sum  exceeding  the  4000  francs,  that 

the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the  notes,  in 

the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid.  And  for  general 

relief. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  denied  the  illegality  of 
the  transaction,  and  insisted  on  the  balance  claimed  by 
him  as  really  due;  and  he  stated  that  he  had  given  up  the 
business  of  an  exchange  agent  or  broker  to  M,Dabin, 
who  became  entitled,  as  his  successor,  according  to  the  laws 
of  Firance^  to  possess  and  retain  the  defendant's  books  and 
accounts.  The  defendant  set  forth,  in  the  said  sche'dule 
to  his  answer,  the  papers  and  writings  which  were  then 
in  bis  possession  or  power;  and  in  the  second  schedule  he 
gave  a  list  of  the  books,  &c.,  which  had  been  in  his  pos- 
session, but  which,  on  his  discontinuing  to  be  a  broker,  had 
been  delivered  to  his  successor. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifi^  that 
the  defendant  might  produce  and  leave  in  the  hands  of 
his  clerk  in  Court,  for  the  usual  purposes,  the  several  books 
and  papers  admitted  by  the  answer  to  be,  or  to  have  been, 
in  the  possession  of  the  defendant;  or  else,  that  he  might 
produce  and  leave  such  of  them  as  were  in  his  possession 
or  power,  and  copies  of  the  residue  thereof,  such  copies 
to  be  authenticated  on  oath;  or  that  a  commission  might 
issue  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  also  of  the  said  books  and  accounts;  and 
that  the  injunction  already  granted  for  want  of  answer, 
might  be  continued  until  the  books  and  accounts  were  de- 
posited, or  the  commission  returned,  and  the  further  order 
of  the  Court.   The  motion  was  supported  by  the  affidavit  of 
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Chimelli 

V, 

Chauvet. 


the  plaintiff,  that,  without  an  inspection  of  tbe'boblu  and 
accounts,  he  could  not  safely  proceed  in  this  suit,  or  in 
the  action  at  law;  and  that,  after  he  should  have  examined 
the  books  and  accounts,  it  would  be  necessary  for  hnn  to 
examine  the  three  persons  mentioned  in  the  affidavit,  who 
were  resident  at  Paris f  who  were  substantial  witnesses  for 
hioi,  and  without  whose  testimony  he  could  not  safely  pro- 
ceed to  trial,  and  whose  evidence  he  believed  would  afford 
him  a  good  defence. 


Mr.  Griffith  Richards,  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Russell  opposed  the  motion,  conttoding,  that  the 
bill,  being  a  bill  for  relief,  and  not  merely  a  bill  for  disco- 
very, and  no  commission  prayed  for,  the  Court  could  not 
order  a  commission  upon  motion,  in  aid  of  the  defence  at 
law. 

On  the  8th  Afay,  the  motion  was  granted  with  respect 
to  the  papers  admitted  to  be  in  the  defendant's  possession; 
but  the  rest  of  the  application  was  refused.  Lord  Lyndhurst 
observing,  that,  though  this  was  a  bill  for  relief,  thecpmmia- 
sion  was  applied  for  in  aid  of  the  defence  at  law,  and  not 
in  aid  of  a  proceeding  in  equity. 


Potts  t^  Curtis. 

In  this  case  it  was  stated  by  the  clerks  in  court,  that, 
where  a  witness  demurs  to  interrogatories,  it  is  necessary 
for  the  parties  to  obtain  an  order,  that  one  of  the  clerks  in 
court,  not  towards  the  cause,  may  look  into  the  depositions,^ 


JIlay  24th. 

When  a  wiC- 
neM  deniun  to 
any  of  the  m- 
tenrogatories 
exhibited  for  his 
examination  in 
thi«  Court,  an 
order  is  obtain- 
ed for  one  of  the  clerks  in  court  not  towards  the  cause,  to  iook  into  the  depositions,  and  ascertain  If 
the  witness  has  demurred ;  and  if  so,  to  deliver  out  the  demurrer.    In  the  Court  of  Chtmceryf  the 
Examiner  delivers  the  dtmuncr  without  any  order. 
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and  ascertain  if  the  witness  has  demurred ;  and  if  so,  to  de-      ^^^^1 
liver  out  the  demurrer. 

In  the  Court  of  Chancery^  the  Examiner  delivers  out 
the  demurrer  without  any  order. 


Wood  v.  Westall.  A%  ft6M. 

Bill  by  certMn  creditors  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  It  u  competeDt 
other  the  creditors  of  a  testator,  for  the  usual  accounts  and  ^^H^  ^  mon 
payment  of  the  debts  in  a  course  of  administration.  '^a'aU^SlTAe 

The  executors  put  in  an  answer  submitting  to  account,  crcditonofa 

tettstori  to  ooRi" 

and  paid  a  balance  in  their  hands  into  Court*  promise  the  suit 

and  disnuM  the 

Mr.  Wilbraham  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  «  cue  a  fund 
that  the  plaintiflTs  bill  might  be  dismissed  without  costs,  co!m  by'the 
and  that  the  money  paid  into  Court  by  the  defendants  might  *J^"^"  ^*"' 
be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  they  accepting  the  same  in  full  sent  of  the  exe- 
fbr  their  demand  against  the  testator's  estate.    In  support  i^  ^'puindffs. 
of  the  application,  were  cited  Handford  v.  Siorie  (a),  and 
Malibff  Y.  Russell  {b). 

Mr.  Duckworth^  for  the  defendants,  (the  executors),  con- 
setited;  but  submitted  to  the  Court,  whether  a  bill  filed  on 
behalf  of  creditors  could  be  dismissed  without  the  Court 
being  satisfied  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  only  creditors. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  took  time  to  consider  the  point, 
and,  on  a  subsequent  day,  made  the  order  as  prayed,  ob- 
serving,  that  it  appeared  by  the  cases  cited,  that  a  bill  filed 
on  behalf  of  creditors  could  be  dismissed  by  consent  before 
decree ;  and  as  in  those  cases  the  money  was  ordered  to  be 
paid  back  to  the  executors,  there  could  be  no  objection  to 
tlie  money  being  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  in  discharge  of  their 
debts,  the  executors  appearing  by  counsel,  and  consenting. 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  S.  195.  (6)  2  Sim.  &  S.  227. 
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May  26M.  EnDO  V.  CaLBHAM, 

TJ^^u^lxi   ^^  ^®  ^^^  ^®  defendant,  by  hiB  answer,  aet  up  «ti 

account  suted     account  as  having  been  stated  and  settled  between  him  and 

sucb  accounts    the  plaintifff  respecting  the  several  matters  in  the  bill  men* 
^t ^  thVde.     tioi>ed-  "^^^  evidence  proved  the  statement  and  settlement 

iendaor,  and  is     of  the  aCCOUnt. 

not  in  any  man-  #.      i         • 

ner  impeached       The  cause  now  Came  on  for  heanng.. 

by  the  plaintiff, 
the  bUl  is  dii- 

missed  mth  Mp,  jcrvis  and  Mr.  Ellesley.— The  statement  and  set- 

costs,  as  of  .    •      1  1         J     V 

course.  tlcmen^  of  the  account  being  distinctly  provedi  and  the 

^z^^^"  plaintifFnot  having  shewn  any  errors  in  that  account^  the 

y-'''y    '  y       defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs« 
^^v,  ,V''^a^*9^^*-  •  -Kinsman  v.  Barker  (a),  Drew  v.  Bower  (6). 

Mr.  Griffith  Richards,  for  the  plaintiiSs — The  bill  is  fil- 
ed,  not  merely  for  an  account,  but  for  a  distribution  of  the 
estate.  The  defendant  has  not  proved  any  release,  and 
it  is  tiot  distinctly  proved  in  evidence,  that  the  plaindflT 
has  received  every  thing  to  which  he  is  entitled. 

The  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 


,  (a)  14  Ve£.  579.  W  1  Scho.  &  Lefr.  188. 


f 


MEMORANDUM. 

May  26th.  William  FULLER  BOTELER,  Esquire,  mAJohn 
Augustus  Francis  Simphinson,  Esquire,  having  been  ap* 
pointed  two  of  his  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law, 
they  on  this  day  took  their  seats  within  the  bar. 
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HuRD  P.  Partington  and  Others.  j^^  351^1, 

ill  OTION  on  the  part  of  the  defendanta  Charhy  and  Before  decree, 
Forrest,  the  assignees  of  the  defendant  Booth,  to  discharge  «!,*irexlli^^ 
an  order  which  had  been  obtained  by  them  as  of  course.  1?*  ■  ^"^^. 

"^  '   fendant,  saving 

find  without  notice,  for  examining  the  defendant  Booth,  Just  excepdonis 
saving  just  exceptions.    And  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  cree,  an  order 
to  examine  him  as  a  witness  on  their  behalf  before  the  MivTuJ^nd- 

Master,  saving  just  exceptions*  ant  as  a  wUnesa 

^  •  *  can  only  be  ob- 

tained upon  no- 
Mr.  Piggott,  in  support  of  the  motion. — It  is  a  motion 
of  course  to  examine  a  defendant  before  decreci  saving  ^^  ^^ 

exceptions,  and  the  order  was  obtained  under  the  impres*^^.  '''"^  /  ' 
uon  that  it  was  the  same  after  decree;  but  it  appears  /  v^^^^ 
that,  in  the  hitter  case,  it  must  be  on  notice*  Franklyn  v» 
Colquhoun  (a).  In  the  present  case,  the  defendant  Booth, 
has  now  no  interest ;  for  the  interest  which  he  had  previous-* 
ly  to  the  decree  has  now  become  vested  in  his  assignees. 
We  shall  prove  that  he  has  obtained  his  certificate,  and 
released  his  surplus. 

Mr.  Duehoorth,  for  the  defendant  Hurd,  opposed  the 
motion,  contending,  that,  as  the  defendant  JBoo^A  had  alrea- 
dy been  examined  under  the  decree  in  the  original  cause, 
it  would  be  improper,  as  well  as  dangerous,  to  sufier  him 
again  to  be  examined. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  for  other  defendants,  also  resisted  the  ap* 
plication  J  insisting  that  no  special  ground  was  shewn  for  it. 

Motion  granted  on  payment  of  costs. 


(a)  16  Yes.  218. 
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Bill  by  an  eccie-  I^HIS.  WM  a  OMwa  bill  Mtd  by  tke  occupier  of  a  fiurm,  <al«' 

a^t  anoccu-  ^cg^  by  liim  to  be  aD  aotient  fann  within  the  rectory  and 

ao^'t  of  l^f^  in.wbieh  $uch  occupi<v  resided^  agaimt  the  rector, 

tithes;  the  de-  the  PQitTpn,  and  the  bishop  of  the  diocese.    And  it  stated^ 

iendanty  by  bif  «oiai 

answer,  notoniy  that  the  defendant^  (ftne  rector)*  waa  in  Jatmarfff  Iwl^ 
l^i^f  bu^t  at-  presenf^d,  inatituted,  and  inducted  to  the  rectory » and  that 
^^}^  ^     he  had  ever  aince  been  rector  thejreofi    That  the  patron^ 

plaintiffwas 

nmoDiacaiiy  eith^  on  his  own  behalf^  or '-on  behalf  df  and  as- a  trustee 
sut^  certain  fof.the  defendant)  (the  rector)*  waa,  or  cbudiedto  be*  and 
[to^t^'^Thr  ^  *»*^®  *«W  fdr  ,soine  jmra  fml*  aeiaed  or  entitled  toihe- 
occupier  after-  adiTowsou  of  the  lectory.  I  .  ' 
cross  biu  against  *  The  bill  then  alleged  a  modoa  to  be  payable  in  lieu  of 
^""abihh  ui?  th«  ^<he  of  wUk  of  milch  covs*  kept  on  the  plaintire 
modut,  and  for    jyfin,  but  which  niodus»  Ott  the  termination  of  a  com^ 

a  dtiscovery  of      '  i      i        ^       j  ♦ 

various  matters  position*  the  defendant*  (the  rector)* .  had  refused  to  acr 

to  thepunhase  cept*  and  had  .filed  bis  bill  for  >an  account  of  tithes.    The 

b^  tbVi^tol'T  ^^  charged  the  esd^teiice  of  the  modus*  the  recognition 

father,  and  cai-  of  it  in  leasos  and  other  documents*  .and  the  recd^pt  of  it 

culations  made  _ 

of  the  value  of  by  preceding  rectors  of  the  parish*  especially  by  the  peD- 
2^^  "a"^  «<^  ^^"^^  f^'W  th9  .ye«r  1800  down  to  the  year  18J6,  waa 
lease  alleged      r^tor  of  the  plurish.    The  biU  furtiier  charged,  that  the 

to  have  been  •         • 

granted  by  the  original  writteu  directions  giveii  by  sudi  preceding  in* 
ramben?toUie  cumbcnt  to  his  agonts  for tbe  collecting  of  the  titbes*  luir 
'^^di'o^^-  ^^^  which  the  existence  of  the  modus  waa  recogniaed» 
lion  of  the  tithes  were  in  the  possesaion  of  the  defendants.    The  bill  fur* 

and  moduses  by     ii«i>i 

the  piainUff and  tbcr  charged*  that*  m  the  year  1816*  the  advowson  and 
i*n^  Aeln^-  'i***'  ^^  presentation  to  the  rectory  was  purchased  .<^  the 
bencyofthe       aaid  inQumbent*  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  (tiie  pa** 

preceding  vicar. 
The  rector  by  . 

his  answer 

stated,  that  the  matters  eharged  by  the  oompler's  bill,  and  to  which  he  objected  to  make  answer, 
would,  if  confessed,  furnish  evidence,  or  lead  to  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge  of  simony,  or  would 
aid  the  proof  of  the  charge,  and  would  subject  the  defendant  to  forfeiture  and  penalties.  Excep- 
tions being  taicen  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency,  they  were,  on  argument,  ever-ruled,  on  the  ground 
that  a  party  protecting  himself  from  a  discovery  which  may  subject  him  to  a  penalty,  is  not  bound 
to  answer  a  ringle  link  in  the  dudn  of  evidence. 


cofniT  OT  jacHEaoBa.  g^' 

iron),  and  a  conveyance  thereof  made  and  executed  to  him, 

either  for  his  own  benefit,  or  in  trust  for  the  defendant, 

(the  rector);  and  that  at  or  about  the  same  time  he  on  hit 

ownjbehalf,  or  aaatrastee^foittfiBi  rector,  became  lessee;- at     •;  ■  '' '*^,  'y'// 

a  Qominai  cent,  of  all  the  tithes,  moduses,  sind  coftipdsitionfil  /r^t"^^^  ' 

arising  aad  accruing  within  the  rectoiy,  afid  which  were    /  j^4i^^.  ^t. 

accordingly,  under  some  lease  or  contract  made*  uid  exe^ 

ciited  by  the  said  incumbent,  demised  or  granted,  or  ex* 


r  ,f^^.^y  ^  >  ^>iu  4r-  ---*<•  "■ 


pressed  so  to  be,  unto  the  defendant,  (the  patron)^  for  thfe  ^-^  ^-  >^v  -^^ 
liie  of  the  toid  preceding  iticombent,  if  he*  should  so  long 
cmtinuesreetOK*  That  «the  defendant,  <theredtor),  about  * 
theaame  time  became  thexnirateof  the  preceding  incline 
bent^  add  continued  to  be  saoh  curate  until  January ^  1 88 )) 
when  such  incumbent  resigned,  and-  dte'defttodant  there^ 
irpocrbecainle  rectori'  .The  hilt  fiirtfaer  chatged,  thatj  on 
ilife  occasion'  of  such  side  and  grant  of  the  rectory;  tithes^' 
and  premises,  and  in  the  course  of 'the  negotiation  otr 
treaty  for  the  Same,  the  said  incumbent  himself^  or- faia 
agents,  made  out  a  particular  in  writing  of  the  advowson, 
with  a  view  to  shew  the  vidue  thereof,  and  the  sum  which 
might  fairly  be  required  for  the  purchase  thereof;  and 
that,  in  such  particular,  the  existence  of  the  modus' waA 
noticed;  and  whidi  particular  was  delivered  to  the  defend^ 
ant,  (th^  patron),  and  a  copy  thereof  was  also  delivei^ed  to 
the  defendant,  (the  rector),  who  conducted  the  treaty  or 
negotiation,  being  himself  in  some  manner  beneficially  in* 
terested  therein^  The  biU  further  charged,  tiiat,  from  the 
year  1816,  down  to  the  resignation  of  the  prededing  incum- 
bent/ the  tithes  and  moduses  were  received  by  or  in  the 
itemes  of  the  defendants,  the  patron  and  the  rector,  or  onb 
of  them;  and,  during  such  period,  one  W.  was  employed 
•by  or  in  the  names  of  them  or  one  of  them,  to  take  ac- 
counts and  valuations  of,  and  to  collect  and  recover  the 
add  tithes  and  moduses.  The  bill  then  charged,  that, 
in  1817,  the  said  fF.,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  pa- 
tron or  the  rector,  made  valuations  of  the  tithes  of  the 
whole  of  the  farms  within  the  parish,  including  the  farm 
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1831.  occupied  by  the  plaintiffi  and  in  whicb  viiluationB  were 
included  the  amount  of  the  reapectiTe  modnaea ;'  and,  in 
all  cuses  in  which  modusep  were  payable,  he  ddiTeved 
copies  of  such  respective  valuationa  to  the  occupiers  of 
the  farms.  The  bill  then  stated,  in  detail,  several  of  such 
valuations,  in  which,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  the  milk  mo^ 
dus  was  contained.  The  bill  further  charged,  that,  after 
the  defendant  had  become  rector,  he  continued  to  employ 
W,  as  his  agent,  in  collecting  the  tithes,  moduses,  and 
compositions,  and  in  making  valuations  thereof;  and  that, 
subsequently  to  the  year  1817,  and  in  several  anbaequent 
years,  down  to  and  including  1828,  FF.,  on  behalf  of 
the  defendants,  the  patron  and  rector,  or  one  of  thaw, 
until  the  resignation  of  the  late  incumbent,  and  afterwaBda 
on  behalf  of  tiie  defendant,  the  rector,  coatiDuad  to  malce 
yearly  valuations  of  the  tithes,  moduaaa^  and  oooipasitioMis 
but,  in  the  valuations  for  18S7  and  182S,  JV.,  for  the  fimi 
time,  ceased  to  make  any  mention  of  milch  cows,,  or  of  the 
modus  by  the  bill  alleged  to  be  payable  in  reapect  thereol^ 
and  be  abstained  from  so  doing,  in  consequence  of  tk«  db* 
fendant,  the  rector,  having  then  resolved  to  diqpute  A(^ 
validity  of  the  modus.  The  bill  then  charged  various  n«^ 
^rs,  as  showing  the  exclusive  payment  and  receipt  of  die 
modus.  The  hUl  prayed  in  the  usual  form  Iha  ailthKih 
ment  of  the  modus. 

The  defendant,  the  rector,  SM  a  deoMirfer  and  an» 
awer  to  the  bill,  and  thereby  be  deasurred  to  ao  maok 
of  the  bill  as  sought  a  diacoveiy  from  haft  of  the  aavaral 
matters  mentioned  in  the  bill,  founded  on  the  chargea 
above  stated,  on  the  ground  that  he  waa  not  bound  to 
discover  any  matters  which  might  tend  to  diaifp  hfan 
with,  or  shew  him  guilty  of  a  breach  of  any  of  the  pro* 
visions  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament  made  and  paaaod  is 
the  31st  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Elixabeih,  intitukd* 
**  An  Act  agamst  abuses  in  elections  of  scholars,  and  pre- 
sentations to  benefices;"  or  which  might  tend  to  charge 
him  directly  or  indirectly  with,  or  which  might  have  any 
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tendency  to  prove  him  guilty  of  simony.    And  also^  on         1831. 
the  further  ground,  that  the  matters  and  things  sought      gouTHALL 
to  be  discovered  as  aforesaid  were  wholly  irrelevant  to  v. 

the  relief  prayed  by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  and  were  not  mat*       " 
ler  of  defence  to  the  relief  prayed  by  the  defendant 
against  the    plaintiff,  in  the  defendant's    original   bilL 
The  defendant  then  answered  the  statements  in  the  bill, 
conining  himself  to  the  time  of  his  own  incumbency. 

The  demurrer  came  on  to  be  argued  on  the  18th  De- 
eember,  1830. 

.  Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Girdlestone^  jun.,  for  the  bill, 
contended,  that  the  demurrer,  if  good  in  other  respects, 
tevered  too  much,  extending  to  facts  which  had  no  ne« 
cessary  connexion  with  simony.  That  many  of  the  facts 
charged  by  the  bill  had  no  allusion,  direct  or  indirect,  t6 
any  simoniacal  contract;  and,  as  simony  did  not  appear  irt 
the  bill,  the  defendant  should  have  pleaded,  and  not  de- 
murred. That  the  defendant,  by  demurring,  in  fact  ad- 
mitted the  simony  charged  by  the  bill.  The  cases  cited 
were.  The  Bishop  of  London  v.  Ffyiche  (tf),  and  Green^ 
woodY.  The  Bishop  of  London{b). 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Harwood,  for  the  demurrer,  re- 
ferred to  the  principle  §tated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Lloyd  v. 
Passingham{c\  that  a  party  refusing  to  answer  a  question 
tending  to  affect  him  criminally,  is  not,  on  that  account,  to 
be  considered  as  admitting  the  truth  of  the  allegation. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Sir  Wm.  Alexander)  overruled 
the  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  he  could  not  follow  the 
simony  through  all  the  charges  in  the  bill,  to  which  the 
demurrer  extended;  and  some  facts  appeared  to  be  de* 
murred  to,  which  he  thought  might  have  been  safely  am 
swered. 

(a)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  Toml.  edit.         (6)  1  Mtrsh.  292. 
211.  (c)  16  Ves.  59,  64. 


St2  jsx^im  dA^sk  in  rriti 

UfHAi  ffab  the  plaintiff-  amertded  Ua  U\V,  %  staking 
Oift  some  parts  of  this  statement  as  to  tlie' put'chas^  from 
tbe  f^tmer  rector^  and  as  to  the  lease  of  the  tithes  al* 
le^A  to  hliv«  beeti  granted  by  litte' to  bi  in  trast  for  the 
defendant)^  (the  patMA)^'  hnt  leavih^  the  MH  in  substance 
the  aamob  ; 

To  the  bill  so  amended^  the  defiindanrt^  (the  rector),  pu^ 
in  Mtk  answer^  by  which  he  statedrthat  the  plaintiff,  Soidk* 
allf  by  his  a^wer  to  the  o^ighial  bSl  filed  agaiilst  him  in 
this  Court  by  the  defendant;  (the  rector),  fbr  an  account 
of  tithes,  alleged  that  the  defendant,  (the  rector),  was  not 
lawfhlly  presented,  instituted,  orinductedihto  the  rectory, 
Imt  that  soeh-his  presentation  was  iimoniaca},  or  otherwise 
iU^al^  And,  as  evidenc^e  thereof,  he  was  informed,  tmd 
believed,  that,  in  or  about  the  year  1S1&,  a  contract  i^na 
made  by  th^  defendiuit,  ((^e  patron),  for  thef  purchase  from 
the  said  preceding  mcumbent  of  the  advowson  of  the  said 
rectory;  and  that  he  was  informed  and  believed,  that,  at 
or  about  the  same  time,  a  lease  of  all  the  glebe  lands, 
tithes,  moduses,  compositions,  profits,  and  emoluments  of 
and  arising  from  the  said  rectory,  was  made  and  executed 
by  the  said  preceding  inelinibeitt  to  the  defendant,  (the 
rector),  for  the  life  of  Mm  the  said  preceding  incumbent, 
at  a  p^iper^om  rent  And  that  he  was  informed  and 
behoved^  liiat  the  said  preceding  incumbent  imniediately 
afterwards  quitted  the  parsonage-house  and  paxish,  imd 
never  again  returned  to  the  same,  or  took  any  part  in  the 
affairs  of  the  said  parish  and  rectory  as  rector  thereof, 
and  that  thereupon  the  defendant,  (the  rector),  came  to 
reside  in  and  upon  the  said  parsonage-house  as  curate, 
or  ostensibly  as  curate  of  the  said  parish,  and  continued 
so  to  reside  from'  that  time,  until  about  January,  ISStl ; 
but,  nevertheless,  during  the  whole  of  such  period,  as  the 
plaintiff,  SouthaU^  believed,  the  defendant,  (the  rector), 
by  himself  or  his  agents,  received  aH  the  tenths,  tSthes, 
moduses,  compoiditions,  and  profits  arising  and  payable 
from  and  i^Ithin  the  said  rectory  and  parish ;  and  although 
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the  fjsceipjbs  which  be  gave  for  the  same  sbmetintMs  express-        1631. 
ed  4hat  the  monies  received  were  dueto  the  rector  of  the 
parish^  yet  the  said  plaintiff  believedi  that  all  the  tenths, 
W)duseg,  imd  profitswhich  daring  the  aforesaid  period  were 
received  by  1^^  d^fendai^t^  (the  Teetor}i  were  by  him  appro- 
priated to  his  own  use,  and  no  part  thereof  was  a^eounted 
for  or  paid  over  to  the  preceding  incumbent,  tior  did  he  de- 
rive any  profit  or  bene^t  from  the  said  rectory  subaequent- 
Ij  to  1816,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  defendant,  (the  rec* 
tor),  was  in  the  actual  possession  and  enjoyment  of  alt  the 
advantages  arising  from  the  said,  rectory,  as  fully  aa  if  he 
had  been  duly  instituted  and  iiidluictedJiito  the  said.red- 
tory«    That  the  said  plaintiff  had  beep  further  iafbrmed 
apd  believed,  that,. in  or  abeui  Jofiiiarji,  18SJ,  the  said 
preceding  incumbent  formally  resigned  the  said  rectory, 
Itnd  thereupon  the  defendant,  (the  rector),  was  presented, 
instituted,  and  inducted  to  an4  into  the  said  rectory,  such 
presentation  having  been  made  by  the  defendant,  (the  pa- 
tron), as  the  apparent  proprietor  of  the  said  advowson, 
though,  as  the  plaintiff  believed,  the  said  advowson  had 
been  purchased  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  (the 
rector),  himself;  and  that  the  plaintiff  verily  believed  that 
the  real  contract  between  the  said  parties  was  a  dontvact 
fpr  the  purchase  of  the  said  advowson,  with  the  imqiediate ' 
possession  of  tb^  aaid  rectory,  and  the  substaoDtial  benefit 
and  emoluments  thereof^ 

The  defendant,  (the  rector),  then  submitted,  tfiat  the 
matters  stated  and  charged  by  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff, 
SouthaUf  and  to  which  the  defendant  thereinafter  ob- 
jected to  make  answer,  woold,  if  confessed,  furnish  evi- 
dence, or  lead  to  evidence,  in  support  of  the  said  charge 
of  simony,  or  would  aid  the  proof  of  the  charge  of  si- 
mony so  made  and  charged  by  the  plaintiff  tn  his  answer 
to.  the  said  original  bill,  ^uid  would  subject  the  defendant 
to  forfeitures  and  penalties;  and,  therefore,  the  defendant 
submitted,  that  he  was  not  bounds  and  ought  not  to  be 
compelled  to  make  any  answer  thereto;  and  the  defendant 
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lf«y  1th, 


accordingly,  for  the  wimmm  thereinbefore  mentioned,  re- 
lating to  the  said  dbavge  of  mnony,  and  the  ferfeitiire  and 
penaltiea  to  vhidi  he  aught  be  subject,  if  guilty  thereofj, 
objected  t»mmmm  aad  eel  fSwrth  the  matten  thereiBiAer 
stated  aad  ael  fi^th* 

The  qucsriani  whidi  the  defendant  declined  to  answer 
were  those  to  which  his  demurrer  had  applied. 

Ninety-five  exceptions  for  insufRciency  were  taken  to 
the  answer,  and  which  were  now  argued. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Girdlesiane,  jun.,  in  support  of  the 
exceptions. 


Mr.  Boteter  and  Mr.  H&noood,  for  the  defendant 


In  support  of  Ae  exceptionsi  it  was  urged,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  bound  to  plead  or  demur  to  the  matters  as  to 
which  he  sought  to  protect  himself  from  a  discovery* 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  dmtended,  that  the  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  answer  charges  in  the  bill  which,  if  ad- 
mitted to  be  true,  would  subject  him  to  a  forfeiture  of  his 
living,  and  to  the  other  penakies  imposed  by  the  act  of 
Parliament  (a),  and  that  he  was  not  bound  to  ansifer  ai^ 
charge  in  the  biU  having  a  tendency  to  that  eftct  And  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  discovefy  of  the  matters, 
as  they  were  wholly  immaterial  to  the  merits  of  his  case. 
For  the  defendant  were  dted  Mae0Umnv.  Tufi<mt  Bart.  (&), 
Parkhursi  v.  Lpwten{p\  and  Agar  v.  The  Regent e  Cemti 
Company  {d). 

In  the  argument  of  these  exceptions,  the  question, 
whether  the  patron,  as  the  owner  of  the  advowson,  could 
protect  himself  from  answering  the  same  questions,  was 
ako  discussed. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that  he 


(a)  81  Slic.  c.  6. 

{b)  2  Yonnge  <c  J.  183. 


(e)  1  Meriv.  801. 
{i)  1  Goep.  212. 
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could  not  so  protect  himself,  the  time  during  which  the         1831. 
penalties  imposed  by  the  act  on  the  patron  were  recover- 
able having  expired,  and  the  patron,  during  the  life  of  the 
incumbent,  having  no  interest  in  the  living. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  insisted,  that  the  patron  was 
still  liable  to  be  punished  by  the  ecclesiastical  law,, and 
that  his  interest  might  be  affected  by  the  presentation  by 
the  Crown  of  a  younger  life  to  the  living  than  the  present 
incumbent. 

Lord  Lyndhurst. — This  case  was  heard  on  exceptions 
to  the  answer.  The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  objected  to 
answer  certain  interrogatories  in  the  bill.  The  ground  of 
the  objection  was  of  this  nature:— A  bill  for  tithes  had 
been  filed  against  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  the  rec« 
tor;  and,  in  the  present  plaintiff's  answer  to  that  bill,  he 
had  objected  to  the  title  of  the  rector  to  the  tithes,  on  the 
ground  of  a  simoniacal  contract  between  him  and  other 
parties.  As  evidence  of  that  contract,  the  present  plain- 
tiff, by  his  answer  to  that  bill,  stated,  that  the  patron, 
either  on  his  own  account,  or  on  account  of  his  son,  the  rec- 
tor, had  purchased  the  advowson,  and  contemporaneously 
taken  a  lease  of  the  tithes  during  the  life  of  the  then  rector: 
that  the  defendant^  the  rector,  was,  about  the  same  time, 
appointed  to  the  curacy ;  that  the  then  rector  immediate- 
ly afterwards  left  the  rectory,  and  never  afterwards  inter- 
fered therewith  or  therein;  that  the  defendant,  the  rector, 
continued  in  possession  ostensibly  as  curate  for  about  five 
years,  when,  in  1831,  the  then  rector  resigned,  and  the 
defendant  was  presented  to  the  rectory  by  the  defendant, 
the  patron,  as  the  legal  owner  of  the  advowson.  Undoubt- 
edly,  if  such  a  case  as  this  were  to  be  proved,  it  would 
tend  to  shew  a  simoniacal  contract  between  these  parties. 
It  would  be  impossible,  on  this  state  of  facts,  to  come  to 
any  other  conclusion  than  that  there  was  a  simoniacal 
contract  between  them,  and  that  the  lease  was  granted 

VOL.  I.  z 
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1831.        with  a  view  of  putting  the  defendant,  the  rector,  into  pos- 
$ouTHALL      session  of  the  tithes,  in  order  that,  at  a  convenient  time  af- 
*^-  terwards,  he  might  be  presented  to  the  rectory* 

It  is  clear,  that  so  far  a^  concerns  the  rector,  he  would 
not  be  bound  to  answer  these  facts,  as  he  would  be  subject 
to  the  forfeitures  and  penalties  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
But  it  has  been  said  in  argument,  that,  as  to  the  defendant, 
the  patron,  he  being  only  the  owner  of  the  advowson,  the 
time  limited  by  the  statute  for  the  recovery  of  the  penalties 
inflicted  by  the  act  has  passed;  and  that  his  interest  can- 
not in  any  manner  be  affected,  and  that  he^  therefore, 
cannot  protect  himself  from  answering.  It  is  true,  that 
the  time  limited  by  the  act  in  which  pecuniary  penalties 
could  be  recovered,  has  long  since  passed,  and  if  it  turn- 
ed on  this  only,  it  would  not  form  a  ground  of  objec* 
tion.  But,  without  adverting  to  simony  being  an  offence, 
not  merely  under  the  statute,  but  by  the  common  law,  as 
well  as  the  ecclesiastical  law,  it  is  suflScient  for  me  to  say, 
that,  in  my  judgment,  the  case  comes  precisely  within  the 
principle  laid  down  in  Parkhurst  v.  Lawten.  In  that 
case  Mr.  Lotcten  insisted  by  demurrer,  that  he  was  not 
bound  to  answer  certain  parts  of  the  bill  which  sought 
to  charge  him  with  a  simoniacal  contract — it  was  said,  in 
the  argument  in  that  case,  that  he  was  only  a  trustee;  and 
that,  if  the  simony  were  established,  he  had  no  interest  in 
the  matter;  that  the  only  possible  interest  was,  that  the 
Crown  might  present  a  younger  life  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
next  presentation.  Lord  Eldon,  who  took  time  to  con- 
sider of  the  case,  in  the  result,  held,  that  he  was  not  bound 
to  answer  in  respect  of  this  contract.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  comes  precisely  within  the  principle  of  Parkhurst  y. 
Lowten,  and  that  the  patron  is  not  bound  to  answer  any 
questions  tending  to  charge  him  with  simony. 

The  next  question  is,  to  what  extent  is  he  protected 
from  answering?  And  I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  he  is  not 
only  not  bound  to  answer  any  question  which  has  a  direct 
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ietidenjcy  to  establish  the  contract,  but  that  he  is  not  bound         1831. 
to  answer  any  question  the  answer  to  which  may  form  a 
link  in  the  chain. 

I  have  looked  through  the  exceptions,  and  the  whole  of 
them  seem  to  me  to  have  a  tendency  to  this  effect.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  exceptions  most  be-— 

Over-ruled. 


Thomas  Brealey  and  Jeremiah  Hammond,  Plaintiffs;      JulyiotH 


Edward  Collins,  Defendant.     ^  ""^^^^'^^  ^-  -^T^ 

c 

auction  of  a  lifi^ 


Richard  WELFORD  being  entitled  uncierWwiir  on  a  .are  by 
o{  Robert  Griffiths  to  the  dividends  of  5,805/.  7*.  lrf»,  3L  interest  in  cer-     -.-^. 
per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  for  his  life,  he,  by  i^e^ww^Jwcrib-.      <^ 
an  indenture  dated  19th  Mav,  1828,  assigned  his  interest  edinthe  parti-  ^-^ 

f^  ,  ,  ,     culars  of  sale  to 

to  the  plaintiffs  in  trust  for  sale  by  public  auction  or  pri-  be  that  of  a  very  -y^ 
vate  contract,  and  to  apply  the  purchase-money  upon  the  man.agSfortv^^^^ 
trusts  therein  mentioned.  ^^^^'  lna«uE^ 

sequent  part  of       ^^^^ 

On  the  20th  November^  1828,  the  plaintiffs,  in  pursu-  the  particnUn,  ^^^ 
ance  of  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  above  referred  to,  caus-  scribed  as  Uiat/^;<^. 
ed  the  life-interest  o(  Richard  Wet/ord  in  the  6,805/.  7s.  J^'u^J^    ^ 
Id.  Consols  to  be  put  up  to  sale  by  auction,  with  other  '**5*y"*|pj»*» 

*  '^  ^  '  whose  life  was 

property,  in  six  lots,  of  which  the  life-interest  formed  the  insurable.  At 
sixth  lot.  In  the  printed  particulars  of  this  sale,  the  life-  surance'was'"* 
interest  was  described  as  "  the  valuable  life-interest  of  a  f"*™"^*^  ** 

flve^ineasjMT 

very  healthy  gentleman,  aged  forty-eight**  In  other  parts  cent.   On  a  bui 
of  the  particulars,  referring  to  the  life-interest  of  Richard  for  a  specific 

performance  of 
the  contract,  it 
was  proved,  that,  shortly  before  the  sale,  the  Tendors  had  insured  the  life  at  a  premium  of  4t  17«. 
lOii.  per  cent.,  though,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  actuary  of  the  office  where  the  life  was  so 
insured,  the  highest  rate  per  cent,  charged  in  London  for  a  heaithy  life  of  that  age  was  42.  6^.: — 
Held,  that,  with  the  knowledge  of  this  fact,  the  vendors  were  not  justified  in  describing  the  life  as  a 
healthy  life,  and  that  the  guarantie  did  not  do  away  with  the  effect  of  this  description,  though  the 
parchaier  admitted  he  knew  five  guineas  to  be  more  than  the  premium  usumlly  charged.  And  the 
bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Welfordxn  other  propertyi  be  was  described  as  ''a  bealtby 
gentlemani  aged  forty-eigbt  years,  wbose  life  is  insurable.** 
At  the  time  of  the  sale,  some  discussion  arose  whether  the 
life  o{  Richard  Welfard  was  an  insurable  life,  some  of  the 
persons  present  stating  that  he  was  very  subject  to  the 
gouti  which  was  admitted  by  the  auctioneeri  who,  how- 
^y^  //-^^/^  ever,  stated  that  his  life  was  insurable,  and  that  an  insur- 
\/^y^  iy^^        *^^ce  had  in  fact  been  efiected  on  his  life  at  the  Promoter 
*'^'    ^^  office,  within  the  year  preceding,  at  4/.  17*.  lOrf.  per  cent. 

^^/^^^^fter  consulting  with  the  solicitor  attending  the  sale  on  be- 
half of  the  vendors,  the  auctioneer  stated,  that  the  insur- 
ance would  be  guaranteed  at  five  guineas  per  cent.  Some 
person  present  at  the  sale  then  named  the  Equitable,  and 
two  or  three  other  offices,  and  inquired  whether  the  vendors 
would  guarantee  an  insurance  by  one  of  such  offices;  but 
which  the  auctioneer  declined  doing,  observing,  that  the 
five  guineas  so  much  exceeded  what  had  been  paid  at  the 
Promoter  office,  that  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  getting 
the  insurance  effected  at  a  respectable  office  (a).  Upon 
this,  but  whether  or  not  before  lot  six  was  knocked  down 
was  left  in  doubt  from  the  evidence,  the  auctioneer's  clerk, 
by  his  direction,  wrote  a  memorandum  under  lot  six  in 
these  words: — "  The  insurance  to  be  guaranteed  at  five 
guineas  per  cent.  An  allowance  is  not  to  be  required  by 
the  vendors  in  case  it  be  effected/or  less{b).  The  deposit 
to  be  returned  in  case  the  gentleman  should  die  previous 


(a)  This  itatement  of  what  took 
place  at  the  sale  is  according  to 
the  evidence.  The  defendant,  by 
his  answer,  did  not  admit  that  he 
heard  what  passed  respecting  the 
state  of  health  of  Richard  Welford. 

(6)  The  words  in  italics  were 
contained  in  the  particulars  de- 
livered to  the  defendant  after  the 
Bale>  and  were  proved  to  be  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  auctioneer's 
clerk.  Some  mistake,  however, 
seemed  to  have  occurred  on  this 


subject,  the  auctioneer's  clerk,  in 
his  examination  for  the  plaintiffs, 
proving  a  particular  with  the  ad- 
ditional stipulation  as  to  the  guar- 
antie,  but  without  these  words* 
The  original  bill,  in  stating  the 
particulars  with  reference  to  the 
guarantie,  contiuned  these  words: 
*'  And  should  it  exceed  that  sum, 
an  allowance  should  be  made.*' 
The  bill  was  subsequently  amend* 
ed  by  striking  out  these  words. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  319 

to  the  policy  being  effected  before  the  SSnd  January^  1831. 
1829."  By  the  particulars,  the  purchase  was  to  be  com- 
pleted on  or  before  the  22nd  January,  1829.  The  de- 
fendant became  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  of  the  life-inter- 
est for  1560/.  And  he  paid  a  deposit  of  20/.  per  ceni.^ 
and  a  moiety  of  the  auction-duty,  and  signed  an  agreement 
for  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money. 

On  the  28th  November,  1828,  the  abstract  was  deliver- 
ed, but  which,  being  imperfect,  was  returned  on  the  fol- 
lowing day.  On  the  19th  December,  an  amended  abstract 
was  received  by  the  defendant's  solicitor,  and  the  deeds 
were  examined  with  the  abstract  on  the  27th  December* 

On  the  12th  January,  1829,  the  draft  of  an  assignment 
of  the  life-interest  was  sent  by  the  solicitors  of  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  with  a  letter,  request- 
ing them  to  make  an  appointment  for  Mr.  Welford's  ap- 
pearing at  the  insurance  ofSce,  observing,  that  the  defend- 
ant proposed  to  make  the  insurance  at  the  Equitable  As- 
surance Office. 

The  draft  was  returned  on  the  17th  January,  with  some 
alterations,  which  not  being  acceded  to  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant^  the  draft  was  on  the  same  day  sent  back  to  the 
vendors'  solicitors,  and  at  the  same  time,  the  printed  form  of 
a  proposal  for  a  life-insurance  by  the  Equitable  Assurance 
Office  was  forwarded  by  the  solicitors  of  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  for  the  purpose  of  being  filled  up 
with  the  necessary  particulars.  On  the  2i\d  February, 
and  again  on  the  9th,  1829,  the  solicitors  of  the  defendant- 
wrote  to  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  reminding  them  that  a 
certificate  of  the  baptism  of  Richard  Welford  had  not 
been  sent  to  them,  and  that  the  defendant's  money  was 
lying  unproductive. 

On  the  2nd  March,  the  certificate  was  received,  but  the 
proposal  was  not  returned,  and  it  appearing  to  have  been 
mislaid,  another  form  was  procured,  and  sent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs; and,  on  the  13th,  the  proposal  was  returned  with  the 
blanks  filled  up. 
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1831.  On  tbe  14th  March^  the  defendant's  solicitors  wrote  a 

Brealet      letter  to  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  in  whichi  after  some  al* 
<*•  terations  in  the  draft  assignment,  and  referring  to  the  in- 

surance,  he  stated,  that  it  would  be  attended  with  less 
expense  if  Mr.  Welford  would  appear  in  London;  that  the 
Equitable  was  the  oflSce  in  which  it  was  proposed  to  in- 
sure, and  the  day  for  attendance  of  the  parties  at  the  office 
was  Wednesday  in  each  week,  between  tbe  hours  of  11 
and  1 ;  and  offering,  if  Mr.  Welford  could  attend  on  the 
then  next  Wednesday,  to  pay  his  travelling  and  other 
expenses. 

On  the  25th  March,  Mr.  Welford  attended  at  the  Equi- 
table Assurance  Office,  and,  in  compliance  with  the  forms 
t>f  that  office,  filled  up  a  form  of  proposal;  and  he,  on 
the  same  day,  attended  before  tbe  directors,  and  was 
examined. 

On  the  2nd  April,  (being  the  earliest  day  at  which  the 
determination  of  the  company  could  by  the  rules  of  the 
office  be  made  known),  the  directors  stated  that  they  de* 
clined  effecting  such  insurance* 

On  the  8ame  day,  the  defendant's  solicitors  apprized  th^ 
solicitors  of  the  plaintiffs  of  the  refusal  by  the  Equitabk 
Assurance  Office  to  effect  the  said  insurance,  and  inform- 
ed' them  of  the  defendant's  intention  to  abandon  the  coff^ 
tract. 

On  the  7th  of  April,  the  plaintiffs*  solicitors  required 
that  the  proposal  for  the  insurance  should  be  made  to 
some  other  office;  and  accordingly,  on  the  9th  of  the 
same  month,  a  printed  proposal  for  an  insurance  by  the 
Guardian  office  was  filled  up,  and,  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  plaintiffs*  solicitors,  submittted  to  the  Grtiorclian  As- 
surance Office.  The  determination  of  the  Guardian  office 
was  not  made  known  until  the  S5th  of  April,  when  they 
also  declined  the  assurance.  This  determination  was  com- 
municated to  the  soUdtors  of  the  plaintiffs;  and|  on  the 
1 2th  May,  1899,  the  defendant's  solicitors  wrote  to  them  a 


COURT  OF  £XCHEQVfiR«  ^^^ 

letter,  calling  on  the  vendors  to  name  an  oflSce  of  respec**        1831. 
tability  in  which  the  insurance  might  be  effected.    To  this      brealev 
no  answer  wa«  retimed;  but,  on  the  18th  of  the  same  v. 

month  of  May,  the  defendant's  solicitors  were  informed  by 
the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  Richard  Welford  had, 
since  the  proposals  were  made,  had  an  attack  of  paralysis, 
from  which  he  was  then  slowly  recovering. 

On  the  11th  May,  18^,  the  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  for 
a  specific  performance,  by  which  (among  other  things) 
they  charged,  that,  shortly  previous  to  the  sale,  .the  life  of 
Richard  Welford  had  been  insufed  in  the  Promoter  of- 
fice at  the  rate  of  4/.  ITs*  10</.  per  cent.,  and  that  no  life 
assurance  office  in  the  city  of  London  or  Westminster  would 
demand  or  require  5L  5s.  per  cent,  for  the  assurance  of  a 
select  life  of  the  age  of  forty-eight  years,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  defendant  knew  and  had  notice,  or  ought  to  have 
known,  from  the  guarantie  of  5L  5s.  per  cent.,  that  the 
said  Richard  fPelford  was  not  altogether  a  select  and 
unexceptionable  life.  The  bill  also  charged  the  discus- 
sion at  the  sale  respecting  the  assurance,  before  notic- 
ed, to  have  taken  place  in  the  hearing  of  the  defendant. 
The  bill  further  charged,  that  the  life  of  Richard  Welford 
might,  at  many  assurance  offices  in  London  and  Westmin^ 
ster,  have  been  assured  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or  at  any 
time  before  the  month  o(  April,  18^9,  at  less  than  51.  5s. 
per  cent.;  and  that  after  the  sale,  and  on  the  1st  Decem- 
ber ^  1828,  a  purchaser  at  the  sale  insured  the  life  at  the 
Promoter  office  at  the  rate  of  4/.  17 s.  lOd.  per  cent,;  And 
that  Richard  fPelford,  except  slight  attacks  of  gout,  up 
to  the  month  of  April,  1829,  was  in  apparently  good  he'alth. 
The  bill  further  charged,  that  the  defendant  declined  to 
assure  in  the  Promoter  office,  and  insisted  on  the  insurance 
being  effected  in  the  Guardian  or  Equitable  Assurance  Of- 
fices, as  a  select  life,  at  the  usual  rates  of  assurance,  which 
were  less  than  51.  5s.  per  cent.;  and  that  he  did  not,  at 
any  time,  propose  or  attempt  to  insure  the  life  at  either  of 
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1^831.        those  offices,  or  at  any  other  office,  otherwise  than  as  a  se* 
Basalet      ^^^^  ^^'^»  ^^^  never  offered  or  proposed  to  pay  for  such  as* 
V*  surance  5L  5s.    The  bill  charged^  that  the  defendant  oagfat 

to  have  proposed  and  endeavoured  to  have  assured  the 
life  at  whatever  percentage  the  same  could  have  been  ef- 
fected ;  and  tjiat,  in  case  the  same  had  exceeded  the  rate  of 
51. 5s,  per  cent,  a  proportional  allowance  would  have  been 
made  by  the  plaintiffs. 

'  The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  that  he  knew 
that  5/«  5s.  per  cenU  was  above  the  rate  ordinarily  charged 
for  the  insurance  of  a  life  aged  forty-eight  years,  but  de* 
nied  that  he  knew  or  believed  that  the  fixing  that  price 
was  intended  as  a  notice  to  the  parties  present,  that  the 
life  to  be  assured  was  otherwise  than  a  healthy  and  unex- 
ceptionable  life,  the  defendant  concaving  it  to  be  merely 
a  means  of  enabling  the  bidders  to  make  their  calculations 
with  some  degree  of  certainty,  and  that  the  defendant,  in 
advancing  his  biddings,  actually  took  into  consideration 
the  chance  of  the  insurance  being  effected  at  a  less  sum 
than  5L  5s.  per  cent.  /  and  the  defendant  submitted,  that 
the  fixing  the  insurance  at  five  guineas  per  cent,  was  not 
notice  that  the  life  to  be  assured  was  otherwise  than  a 
healthy  and  unexceptionable  life,  having  reference  to  the 
several  descriptions  in  the  particulars,  by  which  the  de* 
fendant  submitted  the  plaintiffs  were  bound;  and  the  de- 
fendant insisted  on  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  excfuding  any 
such  doctrine  of  notice.  The  defendant  admitted,  that 
he  had  been  informed,  shortly  after  the  sale,  that  Weiford^s 
life  had  shortly  before  been  insured  in  the  Promoter  office 
for  4/.  Vis.  \0d.  per  cent.;  and  he  believed  that  no  life  as- 
surance office  in  London  or  Westminster  required  five  gui* 
neas  per  cent,  for  the  assurance  of  a  select  and  unexcep* 
tionable  life  of  the  age  of  forty-eight  years,  but  he  did  not 
know,  believe,  or  suspect,  nor,  having  reference  to  the  de- 
scription  in  the  particulars  of  sale,  had  he  any  reason  to 
believe  or  suspect,  from  the  guarantie  of  five  guineas  per 
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cent,  that  Richard  Welford  was  not  altogether  a  select  1831. 
and  unexceptionable  life.  The  defendant  admitted^  that 
be  never  attempted  to  insure  the  life  of  Richard  Welford^ 
except  at  the  Guardian  and  Equitable  Assurance  Offices, 
but  he  denied  all  knowledge  of  Wclfords  life  having  been 
insured^  subsequently  to  the  sale,  at  4/.  17«.  lOct.  per  cenU^ 
and  all  knowledge  of  the  state  of  health  of  fVelford,  pre- 
vious to  April,  \BS9\  and  he  denied  all  knowledge  of  the 
fact,  that  the  life  of  Welford  might  have  been  assured  at 
a  less  sum  than  five  guineas  per  cenU;  and  particularly, 
he  denied  all  knowledge  that  he  might  have  insured  the 
Kfe  in  the  Promoter  office  at  less  than  five  guineas,  or  that 
he  declined  to  insure  in  such  office,  or  insisted  on  the  in- 
surance being  effected  in  the  Guardian  or  Equitable  of- 
fices as  on  a  select  life,  or  at  the  usual  rates  of  assurance* 
The  defendant  then  stated,  that  the  proposal,  which  was 
filled  up  by  Welford  himself  at  the  Equitable  office,  was 
filled  up  by  him  in  the  presence  of  the  solicitors  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that,  in  such  proposal,  fVelford  was  stated 
to  have  had  the  gout  and  cow-pox;  and  that,  in  the  pro- 
posal made  to  the  Guardian  offiU;e,  he  was  stated  to  have 
had  the  same  complaints.  That  the  proposals  so  filled  up 
were  the  usual  forms,  and  were  filled  up  in  the  usual  man- 
ner, the  amount  of  premium  not  being  required  to  be  stated 
in  such  proposals;  and  that,  with  the  exception  aforesaid, 
the  life  was  not  proposed  as  a  select  or  unexceptionable 
life,  but  in  an  unqualified  manner,  and  as  a  general  life, 
without  any  restriction ;  and  the  defendant  admitted,  that 
he  never  proposed  to  pay  five  guineas  per  cent,  for  the  as- 
surance. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides. 

The  plaintiffs  proved,  by  the  examination  of  medical 
men  who  had  attended  We^ord  for  some  years,  and  who 
had  signed  certificates  of  his  state  of  health  when  insu- 
rances were  effected  in  the  Promoter  office,  that  the  state 
of  his  health  was  good  in  June^  1828,  and,  to  the  best  of 
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1831.         their  knowledge  and  belief,  was  good  in  JantMry  and  Aprils 
B&BALBY       1829.     One  of  the  surgeons  stated,  that,  in  November^ 
V.  1828,  Welfares  health  was  generally  good,  except  that  he 

suffered  from  a  slight  affection  of  rheumatism,  but  that, 
in  December,  1828,  and  January,  1829,  his  state  of  health 
was  unimpaired.  The  plaintiffs  also  proved,  by  the  exami- 
nation of  Richard  Griffiths  fVelford,  the  son  of  Richard 
Welford,  and  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  sale,  and  the  guarantie  respecting 
the  insurance.  He  also  proved,  that  from  ^iiftf^/,1828, 
to  April,  1829,  Richard  fTeybrd  was  in  uniformly  good 
health,  with  the  exception  that,  in  November  or  Decern^ 
ber,  1828,  he  had  been  troubled  with  a  rheumatic  affec- 
tion in  the  head;  that,  in  November  and  December,  1828, 
the  witness  effected  two  insurances  for  the  whole  term  of 
the  life  of  the  said  Richard  Welford,  in  the  Promoter 
oflSce,  at  the  rate  of  4A  lis.  \Qd,  per  cent.;  and  that,  up 
to  the  16th  April,  he  continued  in  as  good  health  as  when 
the  insurances  were  effected.  The  plaintiffs  also  proved, 
by  the  actuary  of  the  Promoter  office,  that  the  highest 
rate  of  insurance  in  London  or  IFestmineter  for  the  assu- 
rance of  a  healthy  male  life  at  the  age  of  forty-eight  years, 
for  the  whole  term  thereof,  was  4/«  6^.  6d,  per  cent.,  and 
the  lowest,  SL  14tf.  2(i  per  cent.  The  same  witness  ako 
proved  the  effecting  of  two  insurances  in  the  Promoter 
office  on  Richard  WelJorS^  life,  by  R.  G.  Welford,  one 
in  August,  1828,  and  the  other  in  December,  1828,  at  the 
rate  of  4/.  VI $.  lOd.  per  cent.,  and  an  assurance  in  the  same 
office  on  Richard  Welford s  life,  in  November,  IS28,  at  the 
same  rate  of  4/.  lie.  1  Od.per  cent.  The  plaintiffs  proved,  by 
several  witnesses,  the  circumstances  attending  the  sale, 
and  the  representations  made  by  the  auctioneer  as  to  the 
state  of  Richard  Welford s  health,  and  the  insurance. 

The.defendant  proved,  by  the  examination  of  his  soli- 
citor, the  circumstances  which  took  place  subsequent  to 
the  sale,  respecting  the  assignment  of  the  life-interest. 
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and  the  attempts  to  effect  the  assurance  on  Richard  WeU         ftSdl. 
foTdC%  Hfe;  he  ako  proved,  by  the  actuaries  of  the  Guar*      brbamt 
dian  and  Equitable  Assurance  Offices,  the  proposals  made  «• 

to  those  offices  to  assure  Welfards  life,  and  that  such  pro* 
posals  were  m  the  usual  form  adopted  in  such  offices,  and 
filled  up  in  the  usual  manner.  That  the  form  of  proposal 
neidier  required  nor  admitted  the  amount  of  premium  to 
be  inserted  therein,  the  amount  'of  premium  depending 
upon  calculations  made  at  the  offices  with  reference  ta  the 
proposal.  That  the  assurance  at  the  Guardian  was  de* 
clined,  beeause  the  physicians  of  the  company  reported 
upon  the  documents  received  relative  to  the  proposal,  that 
the  life  was  doubt&l;  and  that  the  assurance  was  declmed 
at  the  Equitable^  on  the  ground,  that  the  directors  con- 
sidered the  life  exceptionable.  The  actuary  of  the  Eq^ 
table  Assurance  Office  also  stated,  that  it  was  not  custom* 
ary  in  that  office  to  assign  any  reason  for  declining  an  in- 
surance. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Hayter,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The 
question  is,  whether,  on  the  ^th  November,  18S8,  Richard 
fPelford'*  life  was  insurable  at  a  premium  of  five  guineas 
per  cenU;  and,  if  this  be  made  out  in  evidence,  the  con^ 
tract  is  performed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  prov- 
ed by  the  evidence,  not  only  that  Richard  Welfords  life 
was  insurable  on  the  20th  November,  18S8,  but  that  his 
fife  was,  shortly  after  that  period,  actually  insured.  Su^h 
pose  Richard  fTelford  to  have  survived  the  3Snd  Ja- 
nuary,  1829,  the  time  at  which  the  contract  was  to  have 
been  completed,  and  no  application  to  have  been  made  to 
effect  the  insurance,  no  doubt  can  be  entertained  that 
a  specific  performance  might  have  been  enforced.  The 
defendant  might  have  chosen  to  become  his  own  insurelf. 
He  does  not,  in  the  first  instance,  decline  to  perform  the 
contract  because  the  life  cannot  be  insured,  but  because 
it  cannot  be  insured  in  the  offices  he  selects.    Nt>  imputa- 
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1831.         tion  is  attempted  to  be  thrown  on  the  respectability  of  the 
Brbaley      Promoter  oflSce,  and  it  was,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  enter 
V-  into  any  evidence  on  that  subject,  whilst  it  is  quite  clear, 

that  the  Promoter  oflSce  would  have  insured  the  life.  The 
defendant  endeavoured  to  insure  the  life  at  the  EquHabk 
and  Guardian  Assurance  Offices  as  a  select  life:  but,  in 
order  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  he  ought 
to  have  offered  to  the  extent  of  five  guineas  for  the  in- 
surance. 

Mr,  Beames,  and  Mr.  W.  A.ColHns,  for  the  defendant. — 
The  plaintiffs'  remedy,  if  any,  is  at  law.    To  entitle  them 
to  a  specific  performance,  the  contract  ought  to  be  distinct 
in  its  terms,  and  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs  correct. 
Jtichard  Welford  is  described  in  the  particulars  as  a  very 
healthy,  and  again  as  a  healthy  gentleman.  It  is  notorious 
that,  in  many  of  the  offices,  they  will  not  insure  the  life  of 
a  person  who  has  had  the  gout;  and  it  is  clear,  from  the 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff^,  that  Richard  Welford  was  sub- 
ject to  the  gout.  According  to  the  evidence  of  the  actuary 
of  the  Promoter  office,  the  highest  premium  at  any  office 
in  London  for  the  insurance  of  a  healthy  life  is  42.  &•  6cl., 
and  yet  that  office  would  not  insure  the  life  for  less  than 
4/.  17^.  \0d.  The  plaintiffs  must,  therefore,  unquestionably 
have  known  that  Richard  Welford  was  not  a  healthy  man, 
and  the  statement  in  the  particulars  of  sale  was  consequent- 
ly a  misrepresentation.    The  plaintiffs,  not  coming  with 
clean  hands^  are  not  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  Court  of  equity. 
According  to  the  evidence  of  Robins^  a  very  important 
term  of  the  guarantie  was  omitted  in  the  memorandum,  and 
the  contract  of  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  the  performance 
is  not  the  contract  actually  entered  into.    The  cases  cited 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  were,  Clermoniy.  Tasburghia)^ 
Winch  V.  Winche8ter{b\  Higginson  v.  Clowes{c). 

(a)  1  Jac.  &  W.  1 12.         (6)  1  Ves.  &  B.  S76.         (c)  16  Ves.  516. 
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Mr.  Simpkuucn^  in  reply. — The  evidence  shews  that         1831. 
the  agreement  stated  in  the  bill  was  an  incorrect  copy  of      brxaley 
it*     The  description  in  the  particulars  as  to  the  life  is  *• 

1    11     .  1  Collins. 

wholly  immaterial;  the  superadded  contract  shewing  what 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  proving  that  the  life 
was  not  considered  by  them  to  be  a  healthy  life,  a  higher 
rate  being  allowed  for  the  insurance  than  that  of  a  healthy 
life  of  the  same  age.  The  description  **  a  healthy  gentle- 
man" is  so  vague  as  to  put  the  purchaser  on  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  state  of  Welford^s  health  before  he  purchased,  and, 
not  making  such  inquiry,  the  Court  will  decree  a  spe- 
cific performance.  Trower  v.  Netteombe  (a\  Fenton  v. 
Browne  (i).  The  guarantie  is  wholly  inconsistent  with 
the  Hfe  being  a  healthy  life. 

Lord  Ltmdhvrst,  L.  C.  B. — The  principles  by  which 
Courts  of  equity  are  governed  in  decreeing  a  specific  per- 
formance are  wholly  different  from  those  acted  upon  by 
Courts  of  law  in  actions  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. It  does  not  follow,  therefore,  that  if  I  dismiss  this  bill 
the  plaintiffs  may  not  proceed  at  law  for  damages.  From 
the  nature  of  this  case,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  nearly  the 
same  advantage  by  proceeding  at  law  as  they  would  in 
equity*  It  is  a  principle  in  equity,  that  the  Court  must 
see  its  way  very  clearly  before  it  will  decree  a  specific 
performance,  and  that  it  must  be  satisfied  as  to  the  integ- 
rity and  good  faith  of  the  parties  seeking  its  special  inter- 
ference. 

With  respect  to  the  contract. — ^The  sale  was  a  sale  by 
auction  of  a  life-interest*  Two  particulars  of  sale  have 
been  prbduced,  in  each  of  which  the  person  whose  life- 
interest  is  proposed  to  be  sold,  is,  in  the  first  instance, 
stated  to  be  a  very  healthy  gentleman  of  the  age  of  for- 
ty-eight years.    In  a  subsequent  description,  in  the  same 

(a)  3  Meriv.  704.  (6)  14  Ves.  144. 
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1831.         particulars  of  sale,  the  word  *'  very'*  is  amitted^  and  the 
gj[^^[^      interest  is  described  to  be  that  of  the  life  "  of  a  healthy 
*•  gentleman,   aged   forty*  eight,    whose  life  is  insurable.** 

The  former  description  is  less  qualified  than  the  latter;  and 
I  should  perhaps  be  justified  in  holding,  in  this  case,  the 
parties  seeking  the  specific  performsnee  bound  by  the 
strongest  descriptioo,  and  that^.  as  to  them,  the  life  ought 
to  be  treated  as  the  life  of  a  eery  healthy  gentleman.  I  do 
not  know  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  present  purpose  to 
rest  the  case  on  this,  but  to  take  it  as  if  the  description 
had  been  simply  the  Hfe  of  a  healthy  gentleman.  It  has 
been  said,  that  this  description  was  waived  or  altered  by  a 
further  contract;  and  evidence  has  been  entered  into  re- 
specting the  conversation  which  passed  at  the  time  of  the 
sale.  This  I  must  leave  out  of  the  question,  for  the  de- 
fendant has  positively  sworn  that  he  did  not  hear  it. 

It  has  been  argued,  and  with  some  plausibility,  that  the 
description  in  the  particulars  is  cut  down  and  superseded 
by  the  guarantie. 

The  defendant  sajs  he  knew  that  five  guineas  per  cent. 
was  more  than  the  rate  ordinarily  charged  for  the  insurance 
of  a  life  aged  forty-eight,but  he  does  not  say  how  much  more; 
and  this  is  coupled  with  a  statement,  that  he  did  not  know 
or  believe  that  the  fixing  that  price  was  intended  as  notice 
that  the  life  was  otherwise  than  a  healthy  and  unexcep- 
tionable life,  the  defendant  considering  it  to  be  only  a 
means  of  enabling  the  bidders  to  make  their  calculations. 
I  think  this  is  the  fair  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the 
facts,  and  that  it  was  a  general  guarantie  to  the  extent  of 
five  guineas,  but  the  insurance  might  be  more  or  it  might 
be  less.  I  think  in  fairness  it  amounts  to  nothing  more, 
and  does  not  do  away  with  the  description  in  the  particu- 
lars of  the  life  being  that  of  a  healthy  gentleman. 
'  Mr.  JVelford,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  medicdi 
men,  appears  undoubtedly  to  have  been  in  good  health, 
but  to  have  had  the  gout;  and,  on  one  occasion,  a  slight 
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attack  of  rheiunatism.    If  tbe  case  had  rested  here,  T         1831. 
should  perhaps  have  thought  this  sufficient,  and  that 
Bichard  Welford^s  life  was  proved  to  be  a  healthy  life,  v, 

within  the  description;  but  the  plaintiffs  themselves  pro- 
duced other  evidence.  They  proved  two. insurances  ef- 
fected on  the  life  of  Weffard  about  the  time  of  the  sale, 
and  we  have  it  in  evidence,  from  the  actuary  examined  by 
them,  that  those  insurances  were  effected  at  a  pi«mium  of 
4/.  17^.  ]0d.  per  cent,;  whilst  it  is  proved  by  the  same  ac- 
tuary, that  the  highest  rate  charged  at  any  office  in  Loti- 
dan,  on  a  healthy  life  of  the  same  age,  was  42.  6e.  per 
cent. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  when  the  parties  stated  the  life 
to  be  a  healthy  life,  they  stated  that  which  was  not  the 
fact;  and  that,  knowing  they  had  not  been  able  to  effect 
an  insurance  on  the  life  at  less  than  I2s.  6d.  per  cent,  above 
the  highest  rate  of  insurance  on  a  healthy  life  of  the  same 
age,  they  were  bound  to  state  it,  and  were  not  justified  in 
stating  the  life  to  be  a  healthy  life.  It  has  been  urged, 
that  the  contract  has  not  been  performed  through  the  de- 
fault of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  might  have 
thought  fit  to  become  his  own  insurer;  but  still,  he  would 
be  entitled  to  have  a  healthy  life,  within  the  .tems  of  the 
contract. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  the  defendant  took  all  necessary 
ateps  for  effecting  the  insurance,  but  could  not  effect  it  at 
the  offices  to  which  he  applied.  It  is  true,  that  there  was 
no  application  to  insure  at  the  Promoter  office,  but  the 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  insure  there;  he  might  pre- 
fer any  other  office  in  which  he  had  more  confidence* 
Before  he  had  gone  the  round  of  the  offices,  Welford  had 
a  paralytic  stroke,  and  his  life  then  became  uninsurable. 
It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  any  of  the 
offices  would  or  would  not  have  insured  the  life,  for  the 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  insure,  but  might  have 
elected  to  take  the  risk  on  himself,  and  become  his  own 
insurer. 
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1831. 


Brbaley 
Collins. 


I  thinky  upon  the  whole  of  the  ciroumstancesy  I  should 
not  be  justified  in  decreeing  a  specific  perfonnanoe;  and  I 
feel  the  less  reluctance  in  refusing  it|  because  the  plaintiflEs 
can,  if  they  think  fit,  go  to  a  Court  of  law,  where,  they  will 
obtain  damages  if  they  succeed  in  making  out  their  case. 
In  fact,  the  bill,  in  this  suit,  merely  seeks  a  pecuniary  pay- 
ment in  the  shape  of  a  specific  performance. « 

I  think  the  bill  must  be—- . 

Dismissed,  with  costs. 


/ 


1830. 

'Nw.  29th. 

The  plaintiff  in 
on  original  suit 
does  not  waive 
his  right  to  in- 
tht  on  an  an- 
swer from  the 
defendant,  be- 
fore he  files  an 
answer  to  a  cross 
biU  exhibited  by 
that  defendant, 
by  obtaining  the 
usual  orders  for 
time  to  answer 
the  cross  bill. 
And  an  attach- 
ment, issued 
against  the  de- 
fendant in  a 
cross  suit  under 
such  circum- 
stances, for  want 
of  answer,  was 
set  aside ;  and 
a  given  time  al- 
lowed to  an- 
swer the  cross 
bill,  after  the 
defendant  in  the 
original  suit 
ahould  have  an- 
swered. 


V.  SouTHALL,  et  ^  canira. 


On  the  14th  May  the  original  bill  was  filed.  The  de- 
fendant appeared,  and  obtained  the  usual  orders  for  time* 

On  the  30th  June  following,  the  cross  bill  was  filed, 
which,  pursuant  to  an  order,  dated  17th  July,  was  amend- 
ed. 

The  defendant  in  the  cross  suit  also  appeared,  and  ob- 
tained the  usual  orders  for  time. 

No  answer  having  been  filed  in  either  suit,  and  the  time 
for  answering  having  expired,  an  attachment  was  issued 
by  the  plaintiff  in  the  cross  cause  against  the  defendant 
in  that  suit,  for  want  of  answer. 

Mr.  Harwoodf  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  original 
suit,  (defendant  in  the  cross  suit),  moved  that  the  attach- 
ment might  be  set  aside,  the  bail  bond  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  and  that  all  proceedings  in  the  cross  suit  might 
be  stayed,  until  the  plaintiff  in  the  cross  suit  had  fully  an- 
swered the  original  bill. 

He,  at  the  same  time,  moved,  in  the  cross  suit,  for  ten 
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days'  time  to  mtmer,  after  the  plaintiflPin  that  suit  should         18d0. 
have  fully  answered  the  original  bill.  ^ 

In  support  of  the  application^  Child  v.  Frederick  {a\      _    *- 
Steward  y.  Rose{b),  Rettray  y.  Darby  {c)^  and  Long  y. 
Burton  (d),  were  cited. 

Mr.  Temple^  for  the  defendant  In  the  original  suit, 
(plaintiff  in  the  cross  suit),  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  in 
the  original  suit,  by  taking  orders  for  time  to  answer, 
had  waiyed  his  right  to  require  the  answer  of  the  defend- 
ant to  the  original  bill,  before  he  gave  an  answer  to  the 
cross  bill. 

The  motion  was  granted.    The  costs  to  be 
costs  in  the  cause. 

ia)  \  P.  Wms.  266.  (c)  3  Atk.  724. 

(6)  2  P.  Wms.  436.  (d)  2  Id.  218. 


Poole  v.  Poolb. 


1827. 
1831. 

J!fm>.  VJik. 


Bill  by  Ann  Poole,  claiming  to  be  the  widow  of  Tko-  pin  oTm  ^      ^ 


7' 


by  Ann  Poole,  claiming  to  be  the  widow  of  Tho-  pin  ofne 
mas  Poole,  deceased,  against  bis  two  sisters  and  co-heir-  I'mvhr^er,^ 
esses-at-law,  for  dower  and  the  usual  accounts.  VTne^t^ia^^^^^ 

Plea — Ne  tmauee  aCCOUple,  been  informed    /^ 

^  andbeUeted     ^^'' Z^ 

that  the  pbiotiff        '    ,. 
and  ber  alleged  hiuband  had  not  been  lawfully  married: — Htld^  to  be  a  good  plea,  and  altowed. 

Two  minon  were  married  In  Fehruary,  1816,  bj  license,  withoat  consent,  obtained  on  the  oath 
of  the  man  that  both  were  of  age.  They  cohabited  until  Jume,  1816,  when  the  man  was  eom- 
pelled  to  quit  the  house  where  they  resided,  for  misconduct,  from  which  time  they  fiTcd  apart  until 
the  death  of  the  man  in  October,  1817.  There  was  evidence  of  repeated  declarations  by  the  man, 
aAer  the  separadon,  that  the  woman  was  not  his  lawful  wife,  and  that  he  would  not  live  with  her. 
There  was  also  evidence  of  a  warrant  issued  by  the  parish  officers  againsft  the  man  for  money  ex- 
pended in  support  of  the  woman,  but  which  appeared  to  have  been  paid  by  relations  of  the  man, 
whether  or  not  by  his  desire  or  out  of  his  funds  did  not  exactly  appear  :^H$ld,  that  these  partiet 
did  not  live  together  as  man  and  wife  until  the  deatli  of  tlie  man,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat. 
3  0§o,  4,  c.  75,  s.  2. 

VOL.  I.  A  A 
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1827.  Mr.  Edward  Younge,  in  support  of  the  plea. 

Poole  ^'*«  Skirrow  and  Mr.  James^  for  the  bill. 


Poole. 


Two  objections  were  taken  to  the  plea.  Firsts  that  it 
was  a  negative  plea;  and  secondly ,  that  the  plea  did  not 
aver,  ^hat  the  plaintiff  and  Thomas  Poole  had  not  been 
lawfully  married,  but  only  that  the  defendants  had  been 
informed  and  believed,  that  they  had  not  been  legally 
toarried. 

In  support  of  the  plea,  it  was  argued,  that  there  was 
no  objection  to  the  plea,  in  point  of  form,  as  a  nega- 
tive plea,  many  negative  pleas  being  now  admitted;  and 
that  the  defendants  could  not  be  expected  to  aver  posi* 
tively  a  fact  not  within  their  immediate  knowledge,  and 
which  might  depend  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  an 
act  of  Parliament.  In  support  of  the  plea  were  cited  iZ- 
dertouY,  Ilderton{a),  Wyatfs  Practical  Register  {b\  and 
Lord  Redesdale's  Treatise  on  Pleading  (c). 

The  plea  was  allowed. 


The  plaintiff  afterwards  took  issue  on  the  pleaj  and  wit- 
nesses were  examined  on  both  sides. 

According  to  the  evidence,  the-  plaintiff  and  77iomas 
Poole  were  married  in  February,  1816,  by  licence^  ob- 
tained on  the  oath  of  Thomas  Poole  that  both  partie? 
were  of  age,  though,  in  fact,  they  were  then  minors.  For  a 
few  weeks  after  the  marriage,  Thomas  Poole  and  the  plain- 
tiff lodged  at  the  house  of  a  person  of  the  name  of  Lewis, 
from  thence  they  went  to  the  house  of  one  Robinson^ 
where  they  continued  to  reside  together  until  the  6th 
June,  1816,  when,  in  consequence,  as  was  proved  by  Ro^ 

(a)  2  Hen.  Black.  145.       (&)  Page  326.       (c)  Pages  178, 183. 
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binson  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  his  disorderly  and  1B27. 
improper  conduct,  Robinson  insisted  on  Thomas  Poolers 
quitting  the  house;  which  he  did,  leaving  the  plaintiff  be- 
hind him.  On  leaving  Sobinson*s  house,  Thomas  Poole 
went  first  to  a  public  house,  and  afterwards  to  an  inn,  at 
which  he  continued  to  reside  until  October,  1817,  at  which 
time  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  represented  him  to  have 
become,  from  his  dissolute  and  intemperate  habits,  in  a 
dangerous  state  of  health.  About  October,  1817,  he  was 
removed  from  the  inn  to  the  house  of  his  uncle  James 
Poole,  where  he  died  a  few  days  afterwards. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  proved  that  she 
had  remained  for  a  short  time  at  RobinsofCs,  when  she  re* 
turned  to  her  friends,  and  that  she  subsequently  applied 
for  and  obtained  parochial  relief;  and  that  a  warrant  wag 
issued  at  the  instance  of  the  parish  officers  against  Thomas 
Poole  for  the  sum  of  6/.  advanced  by  the  parish  for  her  re- 
lief; but  which  warrant  was  not  executed,  in  consequence 
of  the  amount  being  paid  by  Thomas  PooWs  relations,  but 
whether  or  not  by  his  desire  did  not  appear. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  proved  by  several 
witnesses,  and  particularly  by  one  Hancock,  that  Thomas 
Poole  had  repeatedly  declared  that  he  would  not  live  with 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  she  was  not  his  lawful  wife.  There 
was  also  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  having  stated  that  Thomas 
Poole  had  so  declared.  The  defendants  also  gave  in  evi- 
dence a  letter  written  by  Thomas  Poole  to  the  plaintiff, 
stating  that  if  she  did  not  desist  from  annoying  him,  he 
would  advertise  that  she  was  not  his  lawful  wife,  and  would 
caution  all  persons  not  to  trust  her.  This  letter  appeared 
to  have  been  returned  by  the  plaintiff  to  Thomas  Poole, 
as  it  contained  a  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  it  in  her  hand- 
writing to  that  effect,  stating  that  the  person  by  whom  the 
letter  had  been  written  appeared  to  be  a  mad  man. 

aa2 
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Nov.  16M. 


The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard ;  b«t,  after  the 
pleadings  had  been  opened,  the  question  appearing  -  to  be 
of  considerable  importance  with  reference  to  the  construe* 
tion  of  the  late  act  of  Parliament  (a).  Lord  Lyndhurst  di- 
rected the  case  to  be  argued  before  the  fall  Court. 

The  case  was  now  argued  before  the  full  Court  by  Mr. 
Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Skirraw  -for  the  plaintiff;  and  Mr 
Jervis  and  Mr.  Lovai  for  the  defendaiots. 


For  the  plaintiff. — Upon  the  state  of  things  as  proTed  by 
the  evidence,  ThamM  Poole  and  the  plaintiff  must  be  con- 
sidered to  have  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  until 
the  death  of  the  husband,  within  the  2nd  section  of  the 
act  (6).  It  is  not  necessary  that  any  amtnus  reveriemU 
should  appear.  In  King  v.  Sansom  (c)  a  separation  took 
place  by  mutual  agreement,  with  the  consent  of  the  parents 
of  both  parties,  and  the  wife  executed  the  separation  deed 
by  her  maiden  name;  and  though  the  parties  did  not  co- 
habit until  the  passing  of  the  act,  yet  they  were  held  to 
continue  to  live  and  reside  together  as  husband  and  wife 
in  legal  construction  up  to  that  time,  so  as  to  come  within 
the  2nd  section  of  the  act.  That  case  was,  therefore, 
stronger  than  the  present,  and  it  was  affirmed  on  appeal, 
though  not  reported.  To  put  an  end  to  the  living  and 
residing  together  there  must  have  been  some  notorious  act 


(a)  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75.  ''An  act  to 
am^nd  certain  provisiona  of  the 
26  Geo.  3,  for  the  better  prevent* 
ing  of  clandestine  marriages." 

(6)  "  And  be  it  further  enacted, 
That  in  all  cases  of  marriage  had 
and  solemnized  by  licence  before 
the  passing  of  this  act,  without 
any  such  consent  as  is  required 
by  so  much  of  the  said  statute  as 
is  hereinbefore  recited,  and  where 
the  parties  shall  have  continued  to 


live  together  as  husband  and  wife, 
till  the  death  of  one  of  them,  or 
till  the  passing  of  this  act,  or  shall 
only  have  discontinued  their  co- 
habitation for  the  purpose,  or  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  any  proceed- 
ings touching  the  validity  of  such 
marriage*  such  marriage,  if  not 
otherwise  invalid,  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  good  and  valid  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  whatsoever." 
(c)  3  Addams,  277. 
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of 'SeparatioD,'  such,  as  a  judicial  decision.  Tlie  next  ques- 
tion, which  arises  upon  the  6th  section  of  the  act  (a),  is 
whether  the.  property  of  Thom€U  Poole  can  be  said  to  have 
been  possessed  by  the  co-heiresses  nnder  any  pretence  that 
the  marsiage  Was  invalid.  And  it  is  apprehended  it  can- 
not; for^  if  thQ  marriage  had  been  legal,  they  would  have 
been  equally  entitled,  as  co4ieiresses  and  devisees,  to  enter 
into  possession,  and  there  would  not  have  been  any  adverse 
possession  as  against  the  widow*  Dower  is  an  inseparable 
incident  to  the  land.  The  operation  of  the  act  is  to  put 
the  widow  in  the  same  situation  as  if  she  had  been  entitled 
to  dower  At  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband.  This 
case  does  not  come  within  any  of  the  exceptions  of  the  act. 
Previously  to  the  act^  the  husband,  however  great  the  fraud 
he.bad  committed,  might  have  gone  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  and  set  aside  the  marriage:  the  chief  object  of  the 
Legislature  was  to  prevent  this. 


1831. 


For  the  defendants. — In  this  case  both  the  parties  were 
under  age,  and  both  equally  culpable.  The  marriage  was 
clearly  void  under  the  stat.  of  Geo»  2 ;  and  it  was,  there- 
fore, unnecessary  to  take  any  proceeding  to  set  aside  the 
marriage.  Three  circumstances  are  pointed  out  by  the 
late  act:  the  living  together  until  the  death  of  one  of  the 
parties ;  -«-until  the  passing  of  the  act ; — or  until  proceedings 


(a)  "  Provided  further,  and  be  it 
further  enacted,  That  if  at  any  time 
before  the  pasriag  of  this  act,  any 
property,  real  or  personal,  has 
been  in  any  manner  possessed,  or 
any  title  of  honour  has  been  in  any 
manner  enjoyed  by  any  person  or 
persons  whomsoever,  upon  the 
ground,  or  upon  the  pretence,  or 
under  colour  of  the  invalidity  of 
any  marriage,  by  reason  that  it 
was  had  and  solemnized  without 
such  codsenl  as  aforesaid,  then  and 


in  such  case,  although  no  sentence 
or  Judgment  has  been  pronounced 
In  any  Court  against  the  validity 
of  sQch  marriage,  the  right  and 
interest  in  such  property  or  title 
of  honour  shall  in  no  manner  be 
affected  or  prejudiced  by  this  act, 
or  any  thing  herein  contained,  but 
shall  remain  and  be  the  same  to  all 
persons,  and  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  as  if  this  act  had  never 
been  made." 
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1831.  shall  be  taken  to  set  aside  the  marriage.  This  case  comes 
under  the  first  bead.  It  is  proved  that  the  parties  did  not 
live  together  until  the  death  of  Thomas  Poole.  And  the 
evidence  shews  that,  when  they  separated,  there  was  no 
animus  revertendi.  With  respect  to  the  6th  section  of  the 
act,  the  seisin  of  the  heir  has  been  adverse  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  she  has  suffered  five  years  to  elapse  without  any  claim 
of  dower.  The  marriage  being  illegal,  no  right  to  dower 
could  have  arisen.  In  order  to  support  her  title,  it  was  ne- 
cessary for  the  plaintifi^to  shew  that  she  lived  with  Thomas 
Poole  until  the  time  of  his  death ;  she  has  not  only  faHed  to 
do  so,  but  the  contrary  is  distinctly  proved.  In  King  v. 
Sansom  the  husband  did  not  dispute  the  validity  of  the  mar- 
riage. The  parties  in  that  case  separated  by  mutual  con- 
sent, and  a  provision  was  made  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
woman  as  the  wife,  and  they  separated  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  between  them. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. — In  every  instance  in  which 
Thomas  Poole  is  proved  to  have  mentioned  the  plaintiff, 
he  speaks  of  her  as  his  wife.  He  had  an  opportunity  of 
trying  the  validity  of  the  marriage  when  the  warrant  was 
issued  against  him;  but,  instead  of  doing  so,  the  money  was 
paid.  Though  the  parties  did  not  in  fact  continue  to  live 
together  as  man  and  wife,  yet  they  did  so  in  contemplation 
of  law,  there  being  no  legal  separation.  The  possession 
taken  by  the  defendants  was  not  an  adverse  possession 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  the  heir  being  the  person 
entitled  to  the  possession,  and  by  whom  the  dower  is  to  be 
set  out. 

The  C!ourt  took  time  to  consider^ 

On  the  2Srd  November,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by — 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — This  is  a  case  arising  out  of 
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the  act  of  3  Geo.  4,  c  15.    That  statute  recites  the  mar-         1831. 
riage  act  passed  in  the  reign  of  Oeorge  the  2nd  (a),  and 
in  the  recital  refers  to  the  provisions  of  that  act  relative 
to  the  marriage  of  minors  without  the  consent  of  their  pa« 
rents  or  guardians,  and  goes  on  to  state,  that  great  evil  and 
injustice  had  arisen  from  those  provisions  of  the  act,  to 
which  I  have  referred.     The  act  of  the  3  Geo.  4  substi- 
tutes new  regulations  upon  that  subject,  that  is,  new  regu- 
lations with  respect  to  marriages  thereafter  to  be  solemniz- 
ed.   The  2nd  section,  however,  refers  also  to  marriages 
which  had  then  taken  place,  and  enacts  that,  notwithstand- 
ing any  thing  in  that  act,  such  marriages  shall  be  con- 
sidered valid  under  certain  circumstances,  amongst  others, 
where  the  parties  have  continued  to  Uve  together  as  man 
and  wife,  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  one  of  them,  or 
up  to  the  passing  of  the  act;  and  the  question,  therefore,  in 
this  case  will  be,  whether,  within  the  meaning  of  this  act 
of  Parliament,  TAomas  Poole  and  Ann  Poole,  with  whom 
he  intermarried,  did  continue  to  live  together  as  man  and 
wife  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  TAomas  Poole.     Now, 
the  facts,  of  the  case  are  shortly  these:  —  TAomcts  and  Ann 
Poole  were  married  in  the  month  of  February,  1816; 
they  were  both  of  them  at  that  time  under  age.     The 
licence  was  obtained  upon  an  affidavit  by  TAomas  Poole, 
the  husband,  swearing  that  they  were  both  of  age;  after 
the  marriage,  they  continued  to  live  together  in  the  house 
of  a  person  of  the  name  o{  Lewis,  for  a  few  weeks;  and 
afterwards  they  removed  to  the  house  of  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Robinson,  where  they  continued  to  live  together 
till  the  6th  of  June,  in  the  year  1816.    The  conduct  of 
TAomas  Poole,  the  husband,  was  so  irregular,  that  Mr.  Ro* 
binsan,  the  owner  of  the  house,  desired  him  to  quit  it;  he 
accordingly  left  the  house,  his  wife  remaining  there.    He 
went  and  resided  for  a  short  time  at  a  public  house  called 

(a)  26  Qeo.  2,  c.  3d. 
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1831t        the  Three  Tuns,  and  afterwards  went:  to  the  Talbo^  Inn, 
where  he  continued  separate  from  his  wife,  iSXi-Oeiober  in 
the  following  year.    He  then  went  for  three  or  four  weeks 
to  the  house  of  his  uncle,  where  he  died,  m  the  month  of 
October,  1817*  having  been  absent  from  his  wife  for  a 
period  of  about  seyenteen  months.    It  does  not  appear, 
that,  during  the  whole  of  this  period,  he  ever  saw  her;  and, 
from  the  evidence  of  several  of  the  witnesses,  it  appears 
that  be  continually  insisted  that  she  was  not  his  lawful  wile. 
He  told  Lewis,  on  his  application  on  her  behalf,  that 
he  would  never  live  with  her  again,  that  she  was  not 
his  lawful  wife.    He  stated  the  same  thing  precisely  to 
another  witness  of  the  name  of  Hancock,  always  insisting 
that  she  was  not  his  lawful  wife,  and  that  he  would  never 
live  with  her  again.   The  same  fact  is  established  by  a  letter 
written  very  recently  after  he  had  left  her.    On  the  26th 
Jtme,  he  addressed  a  letter  to  ber^  in  consequence  of  some 
application,  which  appeared  to  have  been  made  to  him  on 
her  behalf,  in  which  he  says,  that  if  she  does  not  cease  to 
trouble  him,  he  will  advertise  that  she  is  not  his  lawful 
wife,  and  will  caution  all  persons  not  to  trust  her.    It  ap- 
pears, therefore,  that  he  is  separated  from  her,  in  conse- 
quence of  his  being  turned  out  of  the  house  by  Mr.  Bo* 
binson,  by  reason  of  his  misconduct;  that  he  almost  imme* 
diately  afterwards  refused  to  live  with  her,  declaring  that 
she  was  not  his  lawful  wife,  and  giving  .that  as  one  of 
his  reasons  for  refusing  to  live  with  her*    It  appears  to 
me,  under  these  circumstances,  that  it  is  impossible,  in  any 
view  of  the  case,  or  in  any  contemplation  of  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  Parliament,  to  consider  that  these  persons 
were  living  tpgether  as  man  and  wife,  at  the  period  to 
which  I  have  referred — the  period  of  his  death.    But  a 
case  has  been  cited,   the  case  of  King  v.  Sansom  (a), 
which  was  decided  by  Sir  Christopher  Robinson,  in  the 

(a)  3  Addam6»277* 
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CoDsistoiry  Court,  and  afterwards  ironfinned,  on  appeal  to        1831. 
Sir  John  Nicd.'     In  that  case  the  marriage  was  invalid 
under  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  Geo.  2,  but  the  par- 
ties separated  by  agreement,  and  not  only  separated  by 
agreement,  but  a  separate  maintenance  by  bond  was  given 
by  the  bttsbund  to  the  wife;  and  the  Judge  of  the  Consis- 
tory Court  (whose  judgment  was  afterwards  confirmed  on 
appeal)  was  of  opinion  that,  though  in  point  of  fact  they 
were  not  actually  living  together  at  the  time  when  the  act  of 
Parliament  passed,  yet  they  must,  in  legal  construction,  be 
considei^ed  as  Hving  together.    It  appears  to  me,  however, 
that  the  circumstances  of  that  case  are  widely  different  from 
the  present,  and  that  none  of  the  grounds  on  which  that 
judgment  was  pronounced,  as  stated  in  the  report  of  the 
case,  exist  in  the  present.    The  grounds  upon  which  the 
learned  Judge  relies  are  these:  he  says — "The  actual  sepa- 
ration of  the  parties  in  this  case  was  without  any  reference, 
apparently,  to  doubts  entertained  by  both  or  either  as  to  the 
legal  validity  of  their  marriage.*'    In  this  case,  it  is  true, 
the  original  separation  appears  not  to  have  arisen  from 
any  doubt  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  marriage; 
but  almost  immediately  afterwards,  within  two  or  three 
weeks  at  the  utmost,  and  from  that  period  up  to  the  time 
of  the  death  of  Thomas  Pook,  the  invalidity  of  the  mar- 
riage was  insisCed  upon  as  a  reason  why  they  should  con- 
tinue to  live  separate.     The  ground,  therefore,  upon 
which,  in  that  case,  the  learned  Judge  relied,  and  to 
whicdi  I  have  referred,  does  not  exist  in  this  case.    The 
learned  Judge  goes  on  and  says — "en  the  contrary, 
they  separate  by  virtue,  to  some  extent,  of  a  deed  in 
which  the  party  proceeded  against  is  expressly  recognised 
as  the  wife  of  the  party  proceeding  in  this'  8uit»  and  by 
which  a  separate  maintenance  is  provided  for  her  expressly 
in  that  character:*'  so  that  there,  in  the  very  instrument  in 
which  future  provision  is  secured  to  her,  she  is  stilcd  the 


340  EQUIITY  CASES.  IN  THE 

1831.  to  the  bequest  amounts  in  equity  to  a  contract  betireen 
the  testator  and  the  legatee,  that  the  legacy  phallhe  taken 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  due  from  the  testator.  That 
there  was  a  debt  must  be  taken  for  granted  from  the  testa- 
tors direction,  and  the  amount  of  the  debt  is  immaterial. 
Where,  a  legacy  }s  given  to  a  woman  in  lieq  of  €lower>  .the 
Court  coi^spijLlcrs  her  a  purchaser  of  the  tegacy,  and  wjU  not 
look  to  the  v^ue  of  the  dower, ,  Burri4ge  \^  Brodyi  {a)^. 
In  Blower  y»  Morreit  {b).  Lord  iHiqfrfilWi^ihs-espressJy  states 
that  Bu/riJge  Yf^Bradyl  wa,s  deci(led  on  the  ground  that 
the  wife  was  a  purchaser*  and  fhat  the  legacy  was  the  price 
of  her  dourer.  Xhe,  same  principle  Y^as  a^ted  upon  i^ 
DavenhiU  t.  JPletcfier  (c),  and  the  modern  i^e  o{  Heath  y . 
Dendy  {d),  in  both  which  c^s^s  it  w^s  decided,  that  the 
wife  should  not  abate  with  the  other  legatees.  If  the  wife 
has  a  preference,  not  merely  as  the  wife,  but  because  she 
becomes  a  purchaser  by  releasing  her  dower,  the  legatee^ 
in  like  manner,  becomes  a  purchaser  by  releasing  the  debt 
due  to  him,  for  he  might  have  refused  to  execute  that  re- 
lease. There  is  no  solid  distinction  between  the  present 
case  and  that  of  a  wife  releasing  her  dower. 

Mr.  Jervis  and  Mr.  Simpkinson  for  the  other  legatees. — 
Davetihill,  v.  Fletcher  shews  that/  in  Blower  v.  MorrtH, 
there  was  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the 
wife  was  entitled  to  any  dower,  and  if  she  was  so  entitled 
then  her  legacy  was  not  to  abate.  Here  no  debt  has  been 
established.  It  is  clear,  on  the  will,  that  it  was  not  the  tes- 
tator's intention  that  the  legatee  should  release  any  valid 
debt  in  consideration  of  the  legacy;  for  hedirecta*  in  the 
first  plaice,  that  all  his  just  deJi)tB,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  shall  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied.  It  is  manifest, 
therefore,  that  if  the  legatee  had  been  in  any  manner  a 


(a)  1  P.  Wm8. 127.  (c)  AinbL  244. 

(6.-  2  Vc8. 420.  (d)  1  Ru68.  543.   . 
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dreditori  the  whole  of  his  demand  would  Btill  be  payable        IBdi: 
out'oftiie  estate.  -  ^     • 

£ 

Lord  Ltndrurst^  L.  C.  B.^— I  aitr  of  opinion  that,  if 
there  was  not  a  debt  actually  due  to  the  legatee,  the  legatee 
citnnot  be  considered  as  a  purchaser  of  the  legacy,  so  as  td 
avoid  an  abatement  with  the  other  legatees ;  and  the  ques*> 
tion  18,  therefor^,  whether  it  is  worth  while  to  take  a  refer- 
ence as  to  the  existence  of  the  debt.  '  If  nb  debt  were  due, 
and  the  release  Was  required  merely  for  the  sake  of  peace, 
then,  unquestionably,  the  legatee  cantiot  be  treated  as  a 
purchaser.  If  any  debt  were  really  due,  then  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  that  the  present  comes  within  the  principle 
of  those  cases  which  haye  been  cited.  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  construction  put  on  the  clause  in  the  will ;  but  it  is 
quite  consistent  for  the  testator  to  have  required  the  re- 
lease for  the  sake  of  peace,  and  not  in  respect  of  any  debt 
actually  due. 


Potts  v.  Curtis  and  Others.  ^<w*  3*^« 

Mr.  8IMPKINS0N  and  Mr.  Cooper  moved,  on  the  Whcw  a  wit- 

A    «         ,  .     .--  i.      »            .                       •               -A  new  had  omitted 

part  of  the  plamtiff,  for  leave  to  re-examme  a  witness  ex-  to  answer  soma 

amined  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  one  of  the  interroga-  5!?JS^ri^"*' 

tories  exhibited  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause;  and  also  for  exhibited  for 

'^           '^  his  examinatioB, 

leave  to  re-examine  a  witness  examined  on  the  part  of  the  Uie  interroga- 

defendants  to  two  of  the  ihterrogatories  exhibited  by  the  pdi^doM  were 

plaintiff  for  the  cross-examination  of  that  witness.  r  "nS^backto 

The  application  was  made  on  the  ground  that  some  the  examiner, 
parts  of  the  hiterrogatories  referred  to  had  not  in  any  man- 
ner been  answered  by  the  witness. 

Mr.  Lovat,  for  the  defendants,  contra. — ^There  is  no  in- 
stance of  such  an  application  after  publication  passed. 
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1831.  The  greatest  mischief  might  be  done  by  such  a  practice, 
as  it  would  enable  the  party  to  amend  Jthe  depositions, 
and  make  up  a  case,  which  the  evidence  has  left  defective. 

Lord  Lynduurst,  L.  C.  B. — Supposing  this  to  be  a 
mistake  on  the  part  of  the  examiner,  who  is  an  oflScer  of 
this  Court,  the  Court  is  bound  to  correct  his  mistake,  and 
not  to  permit  the  party  to  suffer  for  his  omission.  Sup- 
pose one  or  two  of  the  interrogatories  had  been  passed 
over  altogether,  it  must  be  competent  to  the  Court  to  send 
the  witness  back  on  those  interrogatories,  and  why  not 
then  on  interrogatories  which  the  witness  has  only  partially 
answered  ? 

Motion  granted. 


June  29M.  ToWNSEND  f?.  ChAMPERNOWNE. 

The  general  or-  J:  ETITION  for  Icavc  to  present  a  petition  for  a  rehear- 

der  requiring  a     . 
petition  for  a        ^^i* 
rehearing  to  be 
presented  within 

•iz  months  from  Mr.  JcTvis  and  Mr.  Wakefield^  in  opposition  to  the  pe- 

piies  not  mi^to  titioD,  relied  on  the  general  rule,  requiring  a  petition  for 

^rdecreeb^  a  rehearing  to  be  presented  within  six  months  from  the 

ftnai,  but  also  pronouncing  of  the  decree;  and  referred  to  Bowyer  v. 

to  cases  in  which    V*   .    ,     .  .   "  «  /.v  i  i»  y  . 

accountoandin.  BrtgM  (a),  Cutten  V.  Sanger  {o)^  and  a  case  of  Johnson  v. 

qu^es  are    -  jffackaness,  in  which  Chief  Baron  Richards,  with  every 

^ir^^r/C  ^t^  disposition  to  let  in  the  parties,  held  himself  to  be  pre- 

^ .  ^r^^,,^t^^^^l  eluded  by  the  general  rule. 


fy. 


^-r^ 


Mr.  Preston  and  Mr.  Lynch,  for  the  petition,  contended 
that  the  general  rule  applied  only  to  cases  in  which  the  de- 
cree was  final,  and  not  to  cases  in  which,  as  in  the  present, 
accounts  and  inquiries  were  directed  before  the  Master. 

(a)  M^CMaod,  479.  (6)  3  Younge  &  Jerv.  374. 
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.    Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B.,  considered  the  rule  to  apply         1831. 
in  all  cases,  and —  2*"*"     ' 

'  '  TOWNSEMP 

Dismissed  the  petition,  with  costs.  *• 

Champek- 

NOWNE. 


ID 


Fletcher  v.  Gleoo  and  Others.  /u/y  lOM. 

UN  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  issues  were  directed  as  to  a  defendant, 
the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  on  certain  conditions,  to  the  estate,  ^m^u  ve^ed 
the  subject  of  the  suit;  the  pUiintiff  to  be  the  plaintiff  in  thVh«prmU* 
those  issues,  with  liberty  for  him  to  examine  the  defend-  ^^^  ^"  °a™c 

to  be  used  bv 

ants  or  any  of  them,  and  for  the  defendants  to  examine  the  bis  co-defend* 
plaintiff,  and  also  the  defendant  James  Glegg*  ti^n  of  ^ect^ 

On  directing  the  issues,  a  question  was  raised,  whether  J?*°biJ°i"i? 
the  defendant  James  Glegg,  in  whom  a  term  of  five  hun*  another  Court, 
dred  years  was  vested  as  a  trustee,  could  be  examined  as  fn  the  same^ui- 

ants,  has  not 
^  ,  ,  such  an  interest 

.    Mr.  Simpkinsan  and  Mr.  Sharpe,  for  the  plaintiff,  con-  as  to  preclude 
tended,  that  James  Glegg,  as  an  interested  party,  could  not  euminedfor  the 
be  examined;  that  he  had  joined  in  the  answer  of  the  other  ^^^\  defend- 

''  ^  ants  in  certain 

defendants,  instead  of  putting  in  a  short  answer,  submit-  inues  directed 
ting  to  act  as  the  Court  should  direct;  that  he  had  also  ^ 
suffered  an  ejectment  to  be  brought  on  his  demise ;  and 
that  he  had  likewise  joined  with  the  other  defendants  in 
filing  a  bill  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
o{  Lancaster i  and  he  was  therefore  adverse  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  a  mere  trustee.  They  also  urged  that  he  might 
perhaps  be  liable  to  the  costs.  Douming  v«  T(nDnsend{a) 
was  cited. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Piggoti,  for  the  defendants,  insist- 
ed, that  James  Glegg  was  a  mere  trustee  of  a  term,  with- 
out any  interest;  that  having  the  legal  estate,  the  ejectment 

(a)  Ambl.  692. 
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1831. 
Fletcher 

V. 

Gleqo. 


was  necessarily  brought  on  his  demise ;  that  he  was  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  testator^  and,  therefore,  bound 
to  join  in  the  suit  at  Lancaster;  and  that  he  joined  in  the 
answer  in  the  present  suit,  merely  to  save  expense. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  L,  C.  6. — ^AIl  that  the  defendant, 
James  Glegg^  appears  to  have  done  in  this  case  is  to  deny 
the  plaintiff's  title.  It  is  assumed  in  the  case  in  Ambler, 
that  thc^  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  costs;  but 
there  seems  to  be  no  ground  for  such  an  assumption  in  the 
present  case.  The  defendant  does  not  claim  any  beneficial 
interest  in  the  suit  or  in  the  subject-matter  of  it.  There 
does  not,  therefore,  seem  to  be  any  objection,  I  think,  to 
his  being  examined.  It  is  another  question  as  to  the  effect 
of  his  evidence.  There  is  nothing  in  the  present  case  to 
satisfy  me  that  he  has  any  interest,  or  that  he  has  taken 
any  part  in  the  matter,  except  in  allowing  his  name  to  be 
used  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  which  I  think  he  was 
bound  to  do.  I  do  not  think  that  this  objection  is  sufficient 
to  prevent  his  being  examined,  if  his  evidence  be  receiv- 
able on  other  grounds. 


1830. 
Nov.  lOM. 

1831. 
May  SUt. 


Reynolds  and  Another  v.  Waring  and  Others. 


Specific  per-  JL  HE  bill,  which  was  filed  by  Owen  Reynolds  and  Henry 

paroril^eement  Potis^  as  the  Surviving  devisees  in  trust  of  William  Ed-- 

In'wut^pror-  *^«''*»  deceased,  against  Jo/m  Waring,  as  the  heir-at-law, 

ed  by  one  wit-  and  John  WilUams  and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  as  the  per« 

nesSy  confinned  .                           , 

bypartperform-  sonal  representative  of  William  Waring,  deceased,  stated, 

pl^bnra"d*  that,  in  1823,  WilUam  Waring  offered  to  Henry  Rumsey 

act!  of  owner-  Williams,  the  attorney  and  authorized  a<yent  of  the  plain- 
ship,  refused;  ,                       ,                  ^                                   ®'                    «^ 

there  being  tiffs  and  their  co-trustee,  David  Jones,  deceased,  to  be- 

trades"!? "the'  come  the  purchaser  of  a  certain  field  and  tenement  called 

testimony  of  the 

witnesst  which, 

with  other  cireumstanoes,  placed  the  terms  of  the  contract  in  doubt. 


«x. 
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CUgiUlf/dfaur^  of  which  the  plaintiffs  and  t>avid  Jones        ^^^l* 
were  seised,  in  trust  for  sale,  at  the  price  or  sum  o£VOOL,     reymoi.d« 
and  to  take  the  timber  and  other  trees  growing  thereon  at 
Ae  valuation  which  had  been  previously  made  thereof  by 
the  trustees;   and  Williams  having  communicated  that 
offer  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  co-trusteei  Jones,  he  was 
directed  by  them  to  accept  such  offer;  and  he  accordingly  - 
wrote  a  letter  to  William  Waring  to  the  following  effect >-* 
**  Dear  Sir,  I  have  just  heard  from  Mr.  Reynolds  respect- 
ing CilguilydfauTt  and  he  consents  to  your  having  it  for 
900/.  as  offered  by  you.    Yours,  &c.|  H.fi,.  Williams. 
Penhros,  18th  March,  1833."    That  such  letter  was  re- 
ceived by  William  Waring,  who,  on  or  about  the  S4th 
March,  1833,  directed  the  said  David  Jones  to  inform 
WilUams  that  he  would  abid^  by  his  offer;  and  Jones  ac- 
cordingly addressed  a  letter  to  Williams  to  the  following 
effect:—"  Mr.  Waring  has  taken  Cilguilydfaur  for  900;.** 
That  a  short  time  afterwards  William  Waring,  being  desir- 
ous to  purchase  certain  other  parts  of  the  said  estates,  called 
the  Tyddyn  Fields,  he,  on  the  29th  April,  1823,  addressed 
a  letter  to  Williams,  by  which  he  offered  to  purchase  the 
Tyddyn  Fields  for  1000/.;  and,  after  some  treaty  and  cor** 
respondence  it  was  finally  agreed  by  and  between  William 
Waring  and  the  plaintiffs,  and  their  co-trustee,  Jones, 
that  William  Waring  should  become  the  purchaser  of  the 
Tyddyn  Fields  for  1050/.,  exclusive  of  the  timber  growing 
thereon,  which  was  to  be  taken  at  a  valuation  thereof  pre- 
viously made;  and  a  memorandum  thereof  was,  at  the  re* 
quest  of  William  Waring,  entered  by  the  plaintiff,  i2ey- 
nolds,  in  his  book ;  and  William  Waring  at  the  same  time 
made  a  memorandum  in   his  own  hand-writing,  in  his 
pocket  book,  in  the  following  words: — "  Bought  the  Tyd* 
dyh  Fields  of  Mr.  Reynolds  for  one  thousand  guineas.*' 
That  the  timber  and  trees  on  Cilguilydfaur   and   the 
Tyddyn  Fields  had,  previously  to  the  contracts^   been 
valued  At  120/L  tsp  9d.;  and  that,  m  pursuance  of  the  con« 
vot.  I.  BR 


Rbtnolds 
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1831.        tracts,  William  Waring,  on  the  30th  November,  1828,  em 
tered  into  possession  of  the  premises,  and  he  marked  and 
V.  numbered  the  timber  and  other  trees,  for  the  purpose  of 

AKiHo.  felling  the  same;  and  he  direcied Henry Mumsejf  WilliamSf 
as  his  attorney,  to  prepare  a  conveyance  to  him  of  the  said 
premises ;  and  in  compliance  with  such  direction  the  draft 
of  a  conveyance  was  prepared  by  Williams.  That  Wm* 
Waring  continued  in  possession  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
on  the  24th  September,  18S4,  but  never  paid  any  part  of 
his  purchase  money,  nor  was  any  conveyance  executed  to 
him.  The  bill  prayed  a  specific  performance  of  the  con-> 
tracts,  and  payment  of  the  purchase  monies,  with  interest. 

The  defendant,  the  heir-at-law,  submitted  to  have  the 
contracts  performed. 

The  defendants,  the  administratrix  of  William  Waring 
and  her  husband,  denied  all  knowledge  of  the  contracts 
stated  in  the  bill,  and  expressed  their  belief,  from  the  in- 
formation they  had  received,  that  William  Waring  was  in 
possession  of  the  lands  as  tenant  thereof  from  year  to  year* 
They  admitted  the  6nding  the  pocket  book  with  the  me^ 
morandum  in  it  tp  the  effect  stated  in  the  bill;  but  they 
expressed  their  entire  ignorance  of  the  letters  and  other 
matters  stated  in  the  bill. 

The  plaintiffs  proved,  by  the  evidence  ot Henry  Rumeey 
Williams,  th^t,  in  February  or  March,  18^,  WiUiam 
Waring  offered  to  him  to  become  the  purchaser  of  Cil* 
guilytlfaur  for  the  sum  of  900/,,  and  to  take  the  timber  and 
other  trees  growing  thereon  at  a  valuation,  which  had 
been  previously  made  thereqf.  They  also  proved  by  the 
same  witness  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  by  the  plaintiffs^ 
and  the  writing  of  the  letter  of  the  18th  March,  1823, 
and  an  acknowledgment  by  William  Waring  that  he  had 
received  such  letter;  the  parol  agreement  entered  into 
on  the  28th  May,  182S,  by  which  the  plaintiflb  and  David 
Jones  agreed  to  sell  to  William  Waring,  who  agreed  to 
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purchase,  die  Tyddyn  FieUi  for  I05Q/.,  exclasive  of  the  Jf^ 
tunber  and  other  tree9  growmg  thereon,  which  waa  agreed  RETNOLoa. 
by  Waring  to  be  taken  at  the  valuation  thereof  previously  ^  ^ 
made.  That  William  Waring^  on  the  30th  November, 
18S3,  and  (as  the  witness  believed)  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
tIaoCSj'enteted  into  possession;  and  be  continued  in  such 
pdssession  until  his  death  in  September,  18S4.  That  dur** 
mg  the  time  William  Waring  was  in  possession,  he  in« 
formed  the  witness  that  he  had  directed  the  timber  and 
other  trees  growing  on  the  Tyddyn  Fields  to  be  marked 
and  numbered,  which  had  accordingly  been  marked  and 
numbered,  there  being  no  timber  growing  on  the  said  landi 
and  hereditaments  called  Cilguilydfaur.  The  witnesi^ 
Also  proved  his  employment  by  William  Waring  to  pre* 
pare  the  conveyance.  The  plaintiffs  also  proved  by 
another  witness  the  valuation  of  the  timber  on  the  Tyddyn 
Fields^  the  taking  possession  of  both  estates  by  William 
Waring  for  six  or  twelve  months  before  his  death,  and  thid 
marking  and  numbering  of  trees  in  the  Tyddyn  Fields 
under  his  direction  during  his  possession.  They  also 
proved  that  William  Waring  had  let  the  Tyddyn  Fields 
to  a  tenant. 

'  Mr*  RonpeU  and  Mr.  Cockerell,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The 
contracts  are  clearly  made  out  by  the  evidence  oF  Henry 
Bnmssy  WUliams,  and  his  evidence,  corroborated  by  the 
circumstances,  will  entitle  the  plain  tiffi  to  a  decree.  The 
existence  of  the  contracts  is  also  made  out  by  the  posses- 
sion taken  by  William  Waring,  and  the  acts  of  ownership 
exercised  by  him,  which  could  only  be  done  with  reference 
to  his  character  as  a  purchaser,  and  not  as  a  tenant.  The 
possession  taken  by  William  Waring,  and  the  acts  done 
by  him,  were  such  as  to  exclude  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  The  parol  evidence  supplies  any  defect 
in  the  terms  of  the  contracts;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  terms 
of  an  agreement  partly  performed  may  be  proved  partly 

bb2 
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1881'.        by  writing  and  partly  by  parol  testimony.    Morphea  Wi 


Mr.  Temple,  for  tlie  defendant,  the  heir*at-Iaw. 


Mr.  TresJave  and  Mr.  Jemmeii,  for  tlie  other  defend-a 
ants. — There  is  no  sufficient  written  contract  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Admitting  that  a  specific  performance 
will  be  decreed  of  a  parol  agreement,  where  there  have 
been  acts  of  part  perfohnance,  still  those  acts  must  be 
unequivocal,  and  the  terms  of  the  contract  must  be  dis- 
tinctly made  out  in  evidence.  The  possession  by  WilUam 
Waring  was  merely  as  tenant.  The  evidence  respecting 
the  contracts  cannot  be  relied  on,  the  contract,  as  stated 
by  fPilUams,  being  difierent  from  that  stated  in  the  me« 
morandum:  the  timber  being  to  be  taken  at  a  valuation 
accordiiig  to  Wittiafni  evidence,  whilst  no  menfion  of 
timber  is  made  in  the  memorandum.  That  Mr.  Wittiame 
taiKj  be  mistaken,  may  be  assumed  from  the  difierent  state-* 
ments  in  his  depositions  respecting  the  timber,  and  from  his 
also  stating  WilUam  Waring  to  have  remiuned  in  possession 
to  September i  18i!4,  when  he  in  fact  died  in  December,  1823. 

1830. 
Nw.  lOM.        Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — Several  of  the  most  learned  and 

able  Judges  have  regretted  the  departure  which  has  taken 

place  from  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  tending  to  render 

nugatory  a  most  beneficial  enactment,  and  to  promote, 

rather  than  lessen,  those  evils  which  it  was  the  object  of 

the  Legislature  to  prevent. 

The  cases  in  which  the  statute  has  been  departed  from 

are,  however,  now^too  well  established  to  be  disregarded^ 

and  I  can  only  express  my  entire  concurrence  with  those 

who  have  declared  that  the  cases  ought  not  to  be 

a  step  farther. 

(a)  1  Swanst.  173. 


Warin6. 
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I  do  not  in  the  least  doubt  that  a  clear  part  perfonnanoe        1831., 
of  a  contract  entitles  the  party  in  equity  to  a  specific  per-      '^    -    " 
formance.    I  think  it  is  also  clear,  that  putting  the  vendee  », 

into  possession  of  the  estate  contracted  to  be  sold,  is  such 
a  part  performance.  This  case,  however,  will  turn  on  the 
application  of  other  principles,  and  especially  those  by 
which,  in  later  times,  it  has  been  considered  as  absolutely 
necessary  that  a  party  seeking  the  specific  performance  of 
a  Contract,  on  the  grbimd  of  a  part  performance,  should 
be  prepared  to  shew  the  distinct  terms  and  nature  of  the 
contract,  and  that  possession  was  given,  and  that  it  was 
giyen  in  pursuance  of  that  contract.. 

In  this  case  there  is  nothing  but  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
WilUams  to  shew  what  those  terms  were,  except  the  me- 
morandum in  the  vendee's  pocket  book.  That  inemoraa- 
dum  differs  totally  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  fFiUiamt. 
•The  memorandum  states  the  price  as  one  thousand  guineas; 
whilst,  according  to  Mr.  WiWams,  it  was  to  be  one  thou« 
/Band  guineas,  and  the  valuation  of  the  timber  Ultra.  This 
certainly  shews  that  there  was  some  agreement,  but  an 
agreement  different  from  that  proved  in  the  cause. 

I  apprehend  it  to  have  been  decided  by  some  of  tho 
ablest  Judges,  that  they  will  not  decree  a  specific  per? 
formance  of  an  agreement  with  a  variation  in  its  terms.  I 
have  no  doubt,  in  this  case,  that  the  party  took  possessicm 
amder  the  contract.  It  is  clear,  from  the  evidence,  that 
possession  was  taken  after  the  contract.  But  I  think  I 
cannot  make  any  decree,  the  agreement  being  toa  uncer* 
tain  in  its  terms  to  be  specifically  performed. 
:  As  to  the  Tyddyn  farm,  I  must  consider  the  memorandum^ 
which  comes  out  of  the  hands  of  fFitring,  as  containing 
the  correct  terms  of  the  agreement;  and,  taking  this  to  be 
so,  it  shews,  at  the  least,  a  great  deal  of  confusion  in  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  WiUiams^  It  would  be  too  much  ta 
decree  a  specific  performance  on  the  testimony  of  a  single 
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1831.       •witness,  who  cleirly  appears  to  be  in  some  respects  iaac- 
^^^^^     curate  in  his  statements. 
„,  ^'  Bill  dismissed,  without  costs. 

WittlNQ. 


1831. 
Afoy  31f  ^         Xhe  plaintiffs  presented  a  petition  of  rehearing.    The 

cause  was  reheard. 

Lord  Ltndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — This  is  a  bill  for  a  specific 
performance  of  two  contracts  for  the  sale  of  certain  land. 
The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  originally  before  Sir  JVm. 
Alexander,  who  dismissed  the  billi  and  it  now  comes  bc^- 
fore  me  on  a  rehearing. 

There  were  two  contracts  for  the  sale  of  two  dtBtinct 
parcels  of  land.  Parol  evidence  was  given  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  a  part  performance  of  the  contracts.  The 
vendee  had  been  allowed  to  take  possession,  and  had  oc- 
cupied till  his  death.  If  proved^  there  can  be  no  doubt 
.  that,  though  the  contract  was  by  parol,  the  Court  would 
decree  a  specific  performance.  The  question  therefore  is, 
whether,  in  point  of  evidencci  the  Court  is  satisfied  of  the 
existence  and  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  evidence  of 
pftrt  performance  of  it.  Now,  with  respect  to  the  evidence 
of  the  contracts,  one  contract  related  to  an  estate  called 
the  Tyddyn  Fiekh.  The  evidence  as  to  this  depends  on 
the  testimony  of  Williams,  He  states  in  precise  termn 
that  he  was  present,  and  that  the  parties  agreed  on  the 
terms,^  which  were,  that  William  Waring  should  purchase 
that  estate  at  1050/.,  exclusive  of  (the  timber  and  other 
^rees,  which  were  to  be  taken  by  Waring  according  to  a 
valuation  previously  made. 

According  to  the  parol  evidence  of  Williams,  therefore^ 
one  thousand  guineas  was  to  be  paid  for  the  Tyddyn  Fields^ 
exclusive  of  the  timber.  But,  in  the  memorandum  in  Wil* 
Utm^  Waring' s  pocket  book,  the  price  is  stated. to  bo  one 
thousand  guineas  only,  without  any  reference  to  the  timber. 
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Waring. 


There  is,  consequently,  a  variation  between  the  evidence        ^^1* 
of  Mr.  WiUiams  and  the  memorandum^  and  with  such  a      rbtnolos 
variation  it  is  quite  impossible  for  the  Court  to  decree  a 
specific  performance. 

As  to  the  other  piece  of  land,  the  contract  rests  chiefly 
on  the  evidence  of  Mr.  fPilUams.  The  correspondence 
omits  to  notice  that  part  of  the  alleged  stipulation  as  to  the 
valuation  of  the  timber  on  this  piece  of  land.  This  is  at- 
tempted to  be  explained  by  the  fact  of  there  being  no  tim- 
ber; and  it  is  proved  by  WUUams  that  there  is  no  timber. 
It  is  rather  extraordinary  that  the  vendee,  living  on  the 
spot,  and  knowing  that  there  could  be  no  timber,  should 
offer  to  give  900/.,  and  to  purchase  the  timber  at  a  valua- 
tion, if  there  were  no  timber  upon  it.  It  is  open  to  this 
explanation,  that  it  might  mean  timber  and  other  trees. 
But  fFilUams  does  not  state  whether  there  were  any  other 
trees,  which  might  have  been  the  subject  of  valuation. 
WiUiam  Waring  died  in  December ^  1823;  and  it  is  clear 
that  he  had  been  in  possession  for  some  months*  Mr. 
WiUiamt  is,  therefore,  inaccurate,  when  he  states  that  he 
entered  into  possession  on  the  «SOth  November ^  18^,  and 
continued  in  possession  until  his  death  in  September ^  18S4. 
I  mention  this,  to  shew  that  no  great  reliance  can  be  placed 
on  the  testimony  of  Mr.  WiUiams;  and,  therefore,  although 
the  Court  will  unquestionably  decree  a  specific  perform* 
ance  of  a  parol  contract,  if  the  terms  of  that  contract  be 
distinctly  made  out,  and  there  be  clear  evidence  that  pos- 
session was  taken  under  it ;  yet,  in  the  present  case,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  there  is  so  great  a  variance  in  the  con- 
tracts, according  to  the  parol  testimony  and  the  memoran- 
dum produced,  that  a  specific  performance  ought  not  to 
be  decreed.  I  proceed  entirely  on  this  ground^  and  which 
seems  to  have  been  the  basis  of  the  decision  of  the  late 
Chief  Baron.  This  renders  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  go 
into  that  part  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  possession. 

I  think  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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Ju^y  4th.      William  Fraser,  an  I^fant^  by  John  Brooke  Hyde, 

bis  next  Friend,  Katherine  FraseRj  John  Brooke 
HYO£,and  Elizabeth  bis  Wife^  late  Elizabeth  Fraser, 
Spinster — Plaintiffs ; 
Jane  Janet  Pigott,  William  Burnett  Pigott,  Louisa 
Van  HEYT.HUY6EN,  Crisp  Van  Heytuuysen,  John 
Eraser,  William  Eraser,  Isabella  Eraser,  Ann 
Eraser,  and  Mary  Ann  Pigott — Defendants, 

"^  '  ttaui'ed?  ^^^^  Fraser,  by  bb  will,  dated  2nd  September,  18!W, 
r  sum  of  stock  in  bequeatbed  to  tbe  defendant,  Jane  Janet  Pigott,  tbe  in- 
Z7^r^^i^^hS^^''  *®'®«^  ">^  dividends  of  2200/.  Bank  New  4/.  per  cent. 
rr.^  d«n  onSf  MM  Annuities  for  ber  life,  for  ber  separate  use ;  and  after  ber 
WiUkm  and  decease  be  gave  tbe  principal  stock  to  and  among  all  ber 
^^^';^  born'in  wedlock  cbildreu  living  at  berdeatb,  sbare  and  sbare  alike,  or  to 
y.-  /A  StCT  certdn^'  ^^  ^"^^  cbild,  if  tberc  sbould  be  but  one  tben  living;  but 
y^r^y  specific  be-        {f  no  sucb  child,  tben  be  gave  tbe  said  Bank  Annuities  to 

9  //.  <]uest8|  he  nvo 

^  the  residue  of     and  among  sucb  of  bis  (the  testator's)  grandchildren,  be- 

^^     citaie'tohia  /  .^fi»  children  of  bis  late  sons  WilUam  and  John,  whether 

''::='^    §oM,WiUiaM     l)OTn  in  wedlock  or  not,  as  the  said  Jane  Janet  Piaoti 

f,^     ante  in  common;  should  by  deed  or  wiU  direct  or  appoint;  and,  for  want  of 

^^^  tiiemthouMdie  such  appointment,  to  the  defendants,  William  Fraser  and 

L^.&Sie,  -'*«*^^*»  Fraser,  children  of  bis  late  son  WiUiam  Fraser, 

the  moiety  of     and  the  plaintiffs  WiUiam  Fraser,  Katherine  Fraser,  and 

SOD  should  go      Elizabeth  Hyde,  then  Elizabeth  Fraser,  the  children  of 

l^uUf  both  hu'  b^^  '^^^  ^^^  ^<^^^  Fraser,  equally,  as  tenants  in  common, 

•  jo^jl  »J®"*?  *•  sbare  and  share  alike,  on  their  respectively  attaining  tbe 

then  he  gave  age  of  tweuty-one  years.    Also,  be  gave  and  bequeatbed 

and  among  all  to  bis  grandson  the  plaintiff,  fFilliam  Fraser,  the  net  pro- 

their  ch»w«°»  ducc  arising  from  tbe  sale  of  his,  tbe  te9tator's,  chambers  in 

EUi  ICImUKV  Ail 

common.   The    Gray's  Inn;  and  be  gave  to  the  defendant,  Jane  Janet 

testator's  two 

ions  died  in  his   Ptgott,  bis  leasehold  bousc  in  Arlington  Street;  and  be 

life- time,  one 

leaving  icgiti- 

Bucte  and  illegi- 

timatft  children,  the  other  illegitimate  children  only: — Held,  that  the  legitimate  childreo  of  the  son 

having  both  descriptions  of  children,  and  the  illegitimate  children  of  the  other  son  took  the  residue, 

and  that  the  illegitimate  children  of  the  first-mentioned  son  took  no  interest* 


f^.,'  t^  r  rr    ^f^-^ex 
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gave  to  the  sidd  WtViam  Prater,  son  of  hb  late  son  IPUUam        Kd(. 

Fraser,  300/.,  and,  to  Isabella  and  Ann,  the  daughters  of 

his  said  late  son  William,  250/.,  the  boy,  on  his  attaining 

twenty -one  years,  the  girls,  at  that  age  or  marriage ;  and  he       *'^^~  * 

gave  unto  his  granddaughter,  Louisa  Van  Heythuysen,       ^       ^ 

the  wife  of  Crisp  Van  Heythuysen,  fiOO/.;  and  to  each  df     -^^ ^:^.-/C.r^.^ 

hex  sifters,  the  plaintiffs,  300/.;  and  to  their  brother  400/i  ^A^    y  ^yy 

on  his  attaining. twenty-one.    AH  the  rest,  residue^and  re«  '       '^^  X  \,   ^ 

mainder  of  his  estate  and  effects,  he  gave  and  bequeathed         ___^ll— ' 

to  hb  sons,  William  Fraser  and  John  Fraser,  ^^^^79/^^^^^^^^^  <''-'; 

share  and  share  alike;  but,  if  either  of  them  should  die  in    ^ 

his  life-time,  the  moiety  of  his  deceased  son  should  go  and  y^  ^^ -^ 

belong  to  his  children  equally;  but  if  both  his  sons  should         _    __/! - 

die  in  his  life-time,  in  such  case  he  gave  and  bequeathed^- ^-^  ^^^.-^^^^ 
the  same  to  and  amongst  all  their  children,  equally,  as  ten^      ^r>y^  e,,^ 
ants  in  common,  on  attaining  twenty-one  years,  or  as  to  ^^^j^^  '^^^^^ '^'^ 
the  females  at  that  age  or  day  of  marriage.    And  he  ap»      ~ 
pointed  James  Bird  and  the  said  Jane  Janet  Pigott,  ex*  --^-^-^^^  -j:^^^^'*^^- 
ecutor  and  executrix  of  his  will.  J^-  '^-^'^^ '  ^^/"^ 

The  testator  died  in  December,  18^;  and  his  will  was  '     ^ 

proved  by  Jane  Janet  Pigott  alone.  ^^^  ^       "^ 

The  testator's  two  sons,  John  Fraser  and  WilUam  Fraser,  ^  ^"^  /'^  •     . 
died  in  .his  life-time.     John  Fraser,  the  son,  left  three  _    // 

legitimate  children;  the  plaintiffs,  William  Fraser,  Kath" 
erine  Fraser  and  Elizabeth  Hyde,  and  who,  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  were  his  only  next  of  kin.  John  Fraser 
also  left  two  illegitimate  children,  the  defendants  Louisa 
Van  Heythuysen  and  JohnFras&r. 

The  testator's  other  son,  William  Fraser,  did  not  leave 
any  legitimate  children,  but  he  left  three  illegitimate 
children,  the  defendants,  William  Fraser,  Isabella  Fraser , 
and  Ann  Fraser, 

The  defendant,  Jane  Janet  Pigott,  had  one  child  only, 
the  defendant  Mary  Ann  Pigott. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  legitimate  children  of  John 
Fraser  against  Jane  Janet  Pigott  and  her  husband,  and 
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their  daughter^  and  agunst  the  illegitiinate  children  of 
WiUiam  Fraser,  and  the  two  illegitimate  children  otJohu 
Fraser;  and  it  prayed  the  usual  accounts  and  a  declaratioB 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties.. 

The  chief  question  raised  in  the  pleadings  and  discussed 
at  the  hearing  was^  whether  the  two  illegitimate  children  of 
John  FroMtr  took  any  interest  in  the  residuary  estate,  under 
the  bequest  contained  in  the  testator's  wiU. 

Mr.  JVesbwe  and  Mr.  Rmpell  for  the  plaintiffs.-- What^ 
pver  may  hare  been  the  testator's  intention^  the  policy  of 
the  law  requires  that  by  children  shall  be  intended  legiti- 
mate children  only.  Children,  without  any  limitation,  must 
mean  legitimate  children  only.  Childreui  under  certain 
ezceptionsi  may  mean  illegitimate  children;  but  evidence 
will  not  be  let  in  to  shew  that  illegitimate  children  were 
meant  wh^e  there  are  legitimate  children  to  answer  the 
description,  or  a  possibility  of  legitimate  children  being 
born.  Cariwright  v.  VoModry  (a),.  Heart  ▼•  Dufmnd  (fr), 
Gwffrey  v.  Davies  {c),  WUkinsan  v.  Adam  {d)y  Beaehcroft 
T.  Beachcrqfl  (e).  Lord  fFbodhouselee  v.  Dalrympk  (/). 
In  Harris  y.  lAoyd  (g)  it  was  held,  that  if  there  were  any 
possibility  of  the  party  having  legitimate  children,  illegiti- 
mate  could  not  take;  the  Court  could  not  presume  that 
there  would  be  illegitimate  children.  In  this  case,  William, 
Fraser  had  no  legitimate  children,  and  it  is  not  disputed 
that  bis  illegitimate  children  may  take;  hut  John  Freuer 
had  both  legitimate  and  illegitimate,  and  the  latter  can>- 
not  take. 

Mr.  fVigram  and  Mr.  Heaihfield  for  the  defendants, 
Jane  Janet  Pigott  and  Mary  Ann  Pigott. 

'{a)  5  Ves.  630.  (e)  1  Madd.  430. 

(6)  3  Anstr.  864.  (/)  2  Meriv.  4 19. 

(c)  6  Ves.  43.  (g)  I  Turn.  &  Russ.dlO. 
{d)  1  Ves.  &  D.  422. 
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•  Mn  BetJeSf  for  the  defendants,  the  illegidmate  children  1831. 
otJohn  Fraser. — This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Cart^ 
wrighi  T.  Vawdry^  and  the  other  cases  cited,  inasmuch  as 
the  testator  has  clearly  shewn  his  intention  that  the  illegi- 
timate as  well  as  legithnate  children  should  take,  by  hav- 
ing in  the  former  part  of  his  will  giren  the  SSOO/.  Four 
per  eeni.  Annuities  in  certain  events  to  the  childrm,  legi^ 
timate  or  illegitimate. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B* — It  seems  to  be  clear,  upon 
the  cases,  that,  where  there  are  any  legitimate  children  to 
answer  the  description  of  children,  then,  according  to  the 
rule  of  law,  the  legitimate  children  only  will  take.  If  there 
be  no  legitimate  children,  then  extrinsic  evidence  may  be 
given  of  the  persons  who  were  intende4 ;  but  where  there 
are  legitimate  and  illegitimate  children,  legitimate  children 
only  will  take  under  the  description  of  children. 

In  this  case  the  illegitimate  children  of  William  Froier^ 
and  the  legitimate  children  only  oS  John  Fraser,  appear  to 
me  to  be  entitled. 


Pearse  r.  Edmeadbs.  j^^  l^i^ 

X  HE  cause  was' set  down  for  further  directions  for  the  According  to^'* 


2^r-^ 


the  practfoe  of 


10th  June,  and  notice  given  to  the  other  side.    In  conse-  thu  Court,  e*-*-'^^^ 
quence  of  other  business  the  cause  did  not  come  on ;  and  ??^?5f  ^  ^  y/-^'^  ^ 

Msiteri  fspon    ' 

before  any  other  day  for  further  directions  occurred,  and  on  ought  to  be      /<^^'« 
the  S5th  t/tiite,  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  Master's  report,  at  leatrbefora      «^>^^ 

the  day  appoint*       "" 
ed  for  the  hear- 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Rogers  objected  to  the  excep*  JS*^^,^but 
tions  being  heard,  on  the   ground  that  they  ought  to  where  the  caoee 
have  been  filed  two  days  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  pretanre  of  other 

businen,  heard 
on  the  day  ap- 
pointed, and 
before  the  next  day  of  farther  direction!  exceptiont  were  Sltd  to^e  report,  the  Coort  allowed  the 
exception,  to  be  argued.  U^/^O^^ 


Zcfi^.7<^C/ 
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.1831. 
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Jieartng  on  further  directions ;  and  they  referred  ta  Paw^ 
Jer*s  Practice  (a). 

V  ■  <  " 

.  Mr.  Barber f  in  support  of  the  exceptions,  contended 
that  a  motion  ought  to  have  been  made  to  take  the  except 
'tipind'off  the  file.  That,  in  Chancery,  exceptions  might  b0 
41ed  at  any  time  before  the  report  was  confirmed;,  and  the 
difficulty  in  this  case  arose  from  this  Court  confirming  th^ 
report  on  further  directions,  and  not  on  a  motion  for  that 
purpose. 
f  The  objection  was  OTer*ruled. 

« 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  276. 


July  Ut. 


Y 


M. 


The  lolicitor  it 
not  deprived  of 
his  lien  on  the 
fiinds  in  Court, 
for  his  costs  in 
the  cause,  by 
having  issued  an 
attachment 
against  his 
client,  and  com- 
mitted him  tp 
^/^   /if/gaol  for  non- 
payment of  bi« 
bill;  but  the 
costs  which  ha 
may  receive  in 
the  cause  are 
to  be  taken  in 
discharge  of  the 
attachment,  /wo 
Zan/o. 


ry*/>  ^-v 


Da  VIES  9.  Bush. 

'Petition  by  a  solicitor  that  certain  costs,  which  had 
1>een  reported  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff  on  taxation, 
might  be  paid  to  him  before  any  distribiltion  was  made  of 
the  funds  in  Court  on  account  of  the  plaintiff's  costs. 

Mr.  Simpkinson^  in  support  of  the  peUtion,  contended 
that  the  solicitor  had  a  lien  on  the  funds  to  the  extent  of 
the  costs  in  this  suit.  lAHce  v.  Church  (a). 

Mr.  Temple,  for  the  plaintiff,  insisted  that  the  solicitor 
having  issued  an  attachment  against  his  client  for  non*^ 
payment  of  his  costs,  under  which  he  wa$  in  custody  in 
the  Fleet  Prison,  he  must  be  treated  as  having  waived  all 
other  remedies.  And  he  compared  the  attachment  to  an 
execution  against  the  person. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  in  reply. — An  attachment  has  no  simi- 


(a)  4  Madd.  391. 
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larity  io  an  execution  at  law.     Courts  of  equity  in  all        I8dl. 
cases  enforce  their  orders^  not  only  against  the  person  but 
the  property*    The  attachment  is  not  an  execution  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  Courts  but  only  a  mode  of  punishing 
the  party  for  his  contempt 

'  Lord  LyndqursTj  L.  C*  B. — I  think,  upon  the  whole, 
that  the  attachment  does  not  stand  in  the  way  so  as  to 
affect  any  lien  the  solicitor  may  have  on  the  fund ;  there 
can  of  course  be  no  lien  on  the  fund  for  the  costs  of  the 
attachment.  Aiid  if  he  has  alien^  it  can  only  be  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  costs  due  to  him  in  this  suit;  and  the  satisfac- 
tion of  that  lien  will  discharge  the  attachment  jpro  ianio. 

The  petition  was  granted,  so  far  as  the  peti- 
tioner's bill  related  to  business  done  in  this 
cause*  No  costs  in  respect  of  this  applica- 
tion* The  money  to  be  paid  to  the  peti-- 
tioner,  to  be  taken  in  discharge  of  the  at- 
tachment, pro  tanio. 


Jones  v.  Nixon.  Jtdy  Ath. 

Jl  LE A  of  a  former  suit  and  decree  signed  and  inrolled  in  Plea  of  a  former 

rait  and  decree 

the  Court  of  Chancery ^  in  respect  to  the  same  matters.       ngned  and  in« 

rolled  in  the 
Court  of  CAa»- 

Mr.  Treshve,  Mr.  SimpUnson.  and  Mr.  Duckworth,  in  f^»  '«*  "•p*** 

'  f  *  '         to  the  same 

support  of  the  plea. — ^The  whole  facts  of  this  case  were  be-  matterf^aiiowed, 
fore  the  Court  of  Chancery;  this  suit  is,  therefore,  in  the  in  the  Coort  of 
nature  of  an  appeal  or  rehearing  from  the  decree  of  the  ^^^  n^on 
Vice-Chancellor,  and  will  not  be  entertained  by  the  Court.  ^«  merits,  hut 

_  •  «         ■  •     1   «-^.  «  .       /  V     10' wantoferl- 

In  support  of  the  plea  were  cited  Ktngr.  Browmow  («),  dence. 


*f»^  £^ 
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IBSl;        Turner  r,  Robinson  (a),  Kens^y  v.  K^mey  (fi),  and  Lord 
Bedesdale's  Treatise  on  Pleading  (c). 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Wilhraham,  for  the  biIl->The  bill 
in  tbe  suit  in  Chancery  was  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  in 
consequence  of  the  plaintiff's  having  omitted  to  enter  into 
the  evidence  necessary  to  support  his  case,  and  which  he 
has  now  entered  into.  In  Kemp  v.  Squire  {d),  and  the  two 
cases  there  cited  of  Robson  v.  Cromwell  {e),  and  Benson 
V.  Ve%mon  (/),  where  the  cause  had  been  improperly 
brought  to  a  hearing,  and  the  bill  dismissed  without  any 
bearing  on  the  merits,  the  inrolment  was  discharged,  and 
the  cause  reheard  on  the  merits.  In  Brandlyn  v.  Ord  (g), 
Lord  Hardwicke  laid  it  down  as  a  rule,  that  where  a  former 
suit  is  pleaded,  it  must  be  shewn  that  it  wa6  resjudicaia, 
and  not  merely  that  the  bill  was  dismissed.  The  decree 
was  not  inrpUed  until  after  the  bill  was  filed  in  this  Court ; 
and,  if  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  had  a  legal 
right  to  institute  the  suit,  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  that 
right  by  any  subsequefit  act.  Tbe  principle  on  which 
the  Court  acts  in  pleas  of  this  description  is  to  avoid  mak- 
ing two  inconsistent  decrees.  Where  the  bill  is  dismissed  for 
want  of  prosecution,  it  is  similar  to  a  nonsuit  at  law,  and 
is  no  bar  to  another  suit  In  the  suit  in  Chancery  there 
was  no  decision  on  the  merits.  In  Gregory  v.  Moles* 
worth  (A),  Lord  Hardwicke  observes,  that  the  first  question 
b,  whether  the  decree  is  a  determination  of  the  points  be- 
tween the  parties.  In  the  present  case  there  was  no  de- 
termination of  the  matter  in  dispute. 

The  plea  was  allowed. 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  S.  3.  (/)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  Toml.  edit. 

(6)  2  Ves.  senr.  677.  626. 

(c)  Pigfe  237, 4th  edit.  fe)  1  Atk.  671. 

(d)  I  Ves.  senr.  206.  (A)  3  Atk.  626. 

(e)  1  Dick.  61. 
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Parker  r.  Alcock  and  Others*  Nw.  17th. 

Robert  ParJcer,  m  September,  1824,  engaged  to  run  A  foot  race  »  ^^^^^^. 
a  foot  race  against  one  James  Metcalfe,  for  one  mile,  for  9 '^JJ^^  *.  h,'*  ^  jCJ: 
lOOOt,  being  500/.  a  side.    Robert  Parker,  after  making  intit!cd>  An  '^  :^  ' 

.  ^   act  for  the  belter __'^/^- 

tbe  engagement,  and  before  the  11th  October,  1824,  com-  presenting  of  ;^  ^^ 
municated  it  to  W.  E.  Clapham,  and  requested  him  to  deceitfur^-  '^ 
advance  the  necessary  money  for  enabling  Parker  to  coni-  ^^Lg^\^^l  ''^^ 
plete  his  engagement.  On  the  11th  October,  1824,  a  foot  race  for  ^^'^^ 
meetuig  took  place  at  Ferrybrtdge,  between  Parker,  on  a  and  c.  ^  ^  -^ 
Clapham,  and  Richard  Alcoci ;  and  Parker  then  request-  Se*monw  re- 
ed Alcock  and  Clapham  to  lend  him  as  much  money  as  qni'edfor  mak- 

'  ^  ^  ing  good  the 

they  could  to  enable  him  to  increase  his  bets.     Alcock  stakes;  and  it  is 
and  Clapham  informed  Robert  Parker  that  they  could  not  tiSli^hat  bete 
lend  hun  any  money  out  of  their  own  funds,  but  that  they  J.'^Jc!*^*!^ 
could  borrow  it  in  London;  and  it  was  agreed  by  all  parties  ^  <^t  the 
that  Alcock  and  Clapham  should  go  to  London  for  that  losses  shall  be 
purpose;  and  it  was  also  agreed  that  bets  should  be  made  ^^.^^[J^ioses 
by  the  three  on  the  side  of  Parker,  and  that  all  three  the  nice,  and  A 

,  ,  andCpayonac- 

should  be  jointly  interested  in  the  winnings,  and  should  count  of  them- 
jointly  bear  all  losses;  and  it  was  also  agreed  that  Alcock  bete  lost  A. 


ex- 


and  Clapham  should,  in  their  own  names,  but  on  behalf  of  «J"t«»«o^«*nd 

'  '  '  .  &  a  mortgage 

themselves  and  Robert  Parker,  provide  the  monies  neces-  ^^  the  amount 

....  1    «•  ,    of  his  share  of 

sary  to  meet  their  jomt  engagements  on  such  foot  race,  and  the  money  so 
that  Parker  should  reimburse  them  what  they  should  pay  Sf/sub^ucnt- 
on  his  behalf  or  account  in  respect  of  the  loot  race.  Alcock  ^y  '^^  the  es- 

*  .    tate  to  them, 

and  Clapham  accordingly^  on  behalf  of  Far^^,  paid  150i.  for  a  oonsiden- 

by  way  of  deposit  in  part  of  the  stake  of  SOO/L  tbTmoney^so 

Between  the  80th  and  29th  October,  1824,  ^fcoc*and  *««*<>  them 

'  '  forms  part.    Bill 

Clapham,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  Parker,  in  pursu-  by  the  son  of  ^. 
ance  of  the  aforesaid  agreement,  made  bets  in  London  ciantion  that  he 
and  Doncaster  on  the  side  of  Robert  Parker,  upon  the  Tnte^rtiettat. 

9  Ann.  c  14,  to 
the  estate,  or  at  least  to  the  mortgage,  and  relief  founded  on  that  dcchuntion.    A  demurrer  for  want 
of  equity  wts  oremiled. 
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18dU        foot  race,  to  the  amount  of  44S7/.,  making,  together  with 
the  500/.,  the»amount  staked  by  Parker,  4937L 

The  foot  race  was  run  at  Doneasier  on  the  S9th  October, 
1824^  and  was  won  by  James  Metcalfe;  in  consequence  of 
^y/  .   which  Robert  Parker  became  liable  to  pay  the  said  stake 

«/<^r^Av^  i^^'k^^.  or  bet  of  500/.,  and  Aleock  and  Clapham  became  liable 

to  pay  the  residue  of  the  4937/.,  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  Parker. 

The  whole  of  the  4937/L,  except  100/.,  which  was  paid 
by  Robert  Parker ^  was  paid  by  Aleock  and  Clapham^  and 
the  4837/.  was  made  up  in  manner  following,  (that  is  to 
say),  1000/.»  part  thereof,  was  raised  by  Aleock  and 
Clapham  on  their  joint  security;  964/.  5s.  was  paid  by 
Aleock  f  out  of  his  own  funds;  197/.  15^.  by  Clapham,  out 
of  hk  own  funds ;  and  3675/.  was  raised  by  three  several 
joint  promissory  notes  of  Aleock,  Clapham,  and  Parker^ 
for  750/L,  675/.,  and  1250/.,  of  which  the  promissory  note 
for  1250/.  was  afterwards  paid  by  Aleock  and  Clapham, 

On  and  previously  to  the  39th  October ^  18S4,  Parker  was 
seised  in  fee  of  divers  estates,  situate  in  the  county  of  York, 
subject  to  certain  mortgages ;  and  on  the  before-mentioned 
arrangement  between  Parker ^  Aleock^  and  Clapham^  it  was 
agreed  that  Parker  should  execute  to  Aleock  and  Clapham 
a  mortgage  of  his  estates,  subject  to  the  then  existing 
mortgages,  for  securing  to  them  SOOO/.,  in  case  they  should 
make  bets  on  his  behalf  and  account  to  that  amount;  and 
accordingly,  on  the  ^th  October ,  18S4,  Robert  Parker 
executed  to  Aleock  and  Clapham  a  conveyance  by  way  of 
mortgage  for  securing  to  them  the  payment  by  Robert 
Parker  of  2000/.  and  interest. 

In  December,  1824^  Robert  Parker  made  an  engage- 
ment to  run  a  second  foot  race  with  the  said  Jame^ 
Metca^e;  and  upon  that  occasion  it  was  agreed  between 
fiobert  Parker i  and  Aleock,  and  Clapham,  that  bets  should 
be  made  by  them  upon  such  second  foot  race  on  the  side 
of  Robert  Parker^  and  that  they  should  share  equally  in 
the  winnings,  and  bear,  in  equal  proportions,  the  losses; 
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and  Alcock  nnd  Clapham  accordingly  made  various  bets         1831. 
upon  the  event  of  the  said  second  foot  race,  on  the  side 
of  the  said  Robert  Parker ^  upon  the  joint  account  of  them* 
selves  and  Robert  Parker. 

The  second  foot  race  was  run  in  December^  1824|  and 
was  won  by  Robert  Parker;  and  the  amount  of  the  winnings 
by  Robert  Parker^  Alcock^  and  Clapham^  upon  such  second 
foot  race,  was  1587/. 

At  the  time  the  second  foot  race  was  ruUi  it  had  not 
been  finally  agreed  or  settled  what  proportion  of  the 
losses  sustained  by  the  first  foot  race  should  be  borne 
by  Alcock  and  Clapham  respectively;  but,  upon  the 
occaction  of  the  second  foot  race,  and  after  the  same  was 
over,  it  was  agreed  or  arranged  between  Robert  Parker^ 
Alcock f  and  Clapham^  that  Robert  Parker  should  receive 
or  have  credit  in  account  for  all  the  thinnings  on  the 
second  foot  race ;  and  that  Alcock  and  Clapham,  respec- 
tively, should  thereupon  be  discharged  from  all  liability  to 
contribute  or  bear  any  part  of  the  losses  sustained  by  the 
event  of  the  first  foot  race ;  and,  accordingly,  Alcock  and 
Clapham,  debited  Robert  Parker  with  the  full  amount  of 
•  the  monies  paid  by  them  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  first 
foot  race,  and  gave  him  credit  in  account  for  the  whole  of 
the  said  sum  of  1587/.,  the  winnings  by  the  said  second 
foot  race. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1825,  Robert  Parker  wsls  indebt* 
ed  to  divers  persons  in  large  sums  of  money,  over  and 
above  the  monies  claimed  by  Alcock  and  Clapham  to  be 
due  to  them  on  account  of  the  said  foot  races,  and  was 
greatly  embarrassed  in  his  circumstances.  And,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  pay  the  said  wagers,  and  to 
pay  off  his  other  debts,  and  to  relieve  himself  from  his  em- 
barrassments, he  determined  to  sell  the  said  estates  and 
part  of  his  personal  property ;  and  he  entered  into  a  treaty 
with  Alcock  and  Clapham  for  the  sale  thereof  to  them. 
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1831.^  Pending  such  treaty,  Alcock  and  Clapham  sent  to  their 

agents  a  statement  in  writing,  shewing  the  amount  of  the 
monies  which  they  then  claimed  to  be  due  from  Robert 
Parker f  in  respect  of  the  foot  races,  and  shewing  also  the 
amount  of  a  valuation  which  they  had  made  of  the  said 
estates  and.  of  part  of  the  personal  property  of  Robert 
Parker;  and  by  such  statement  it  appeared  that  the  value 
of  such  real  and  personal  estate  exceeded  the  amount  of 
the  mortgages  then  subsisting  thereon,  together  with  the 
amount  of  the  monies  then  claimed  by  Alcock  and  Clap^ 
ham  in  respect  of  the  foot  races,  by  the  sum  of  3097/. 
14*.  Id. 

On  the  6th  o{  June^  1825,  an  agreement  in  writing  of 
that  date  was  made,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  Alcock 
should  pay  to  Robert  Parker  3000/r  for  his  said  estatesj 
and  for  his  horses,  sheep,  and  personal  effects  whatsoever, 
except  as  therein  mentioned ;  also,  paying  the  several  mort- 
gages and  incumbrances  mentioned  in  an  account  annexed 
to  the  said  agreement,  and  all  interest  then  due,  or  which 
might  become  due  on  the  said  mortgages  and  incum- 
brances, previous  to  the  conveyance  of  the  said  estates  to 
the  said  Alcock* 

The  name  of  Richard  Alcock  was  used  in  the  last-men- 
tioned agreement  as  a  trustee  for  himself  and  Clapham. 

The  amount  of  the  monies  which,  on  the  6th  day  of 
June%  1825,  was  claimed  by  Alcock  and  Clapham  to  be 
due  to  them  from  Robert  Parker ^  on  balance  of  the  account 
respecting  the  said  foot  races,  formed  part  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  said  agreement  for  the  purchase  by  Alcock 
and  Clapham  of  the  said  estates. 

On  the  1 1th  August ^  1825,  Robert  Parker ,  by  the  direc- 
tion of  Richard  Alcock  and  Clapham^  executed  certain 
conveyances,  dated  20th  and  21st  June^  1825,  and  4th  and 
5th  Jultff  1825^  of  his  interest  in  the  said  estates  to  Henry 

AlCQCk. 
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Clapham  died  shortly  afterwards.     All  his  claim  and         1^1- 
interest,  under  the  said  mortgage  and  agreement,  having 
preyiously  been  satisfied  by  the  said  Richard  Alcock  and 
Henry  Alcock. 

In  1831,  Charles  Harris  Parker^  the  infant  son  of 
Robert  Parker ^  filed  his  bill,  stating  the  transactions  afore- 
said ;  and  further  stating,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  mortgage  and  conveyances,  he  was  the  eldest  son  of 
Robert  Parker^  and  the  person  who,  at  the  time  of  exe^ 
cuting  the  mortgage  of  the  29eh  October,  1824,  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  said  estates,  in  case  Robert 
Parker  had  then  been  dead.  That,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  Stat.  9  Anne  (a),  the  said  mortgage  and  conveyance, 
upon  the  execution  thereof,  enured  to  and  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of,  and  devolved  upon,  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  same  mortgage,  and  to 
the  sum  of  2000/L  and  interest  thereby  secured,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  mortgage  had  been  made  to  him. 

The  bill  then  stated  applications  to  Richard  and  Henry 
Alcock  to  convey  the  estates  to  the  plaintiff,  subject  to 
such  mortgages  as  were  subsisting  thereon  on  the  S9th 
of  October,  1824;  and  charged,  that  Henry  Alcock  was 
not  a  purchaser  of  the  said  estates  on  his  own  account, 
but  that  Richard  Alcock  was  interested  in  the  purchase, 
and  that  he  was  then  equally  interested  with  Henry 
Alcock.  That  the  purchase  money  was  paid  by  Richard 
Alcock,  or,  if  paid  by  Henry  Alcock,  had  been  repaid  to 
him  by  Richard  Alcock.  The  bill  also  charged  in  detail 
circumstances  shewing  a  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Henry 
Alcock  of  the  transactions  respecting  the  foot  races.  The 
bill  further  charged,  that  Robert  Parker  claimed  some 
interest  in  the  estates,  but  which  claim  was  wholly  un- 
founded. 


(fl)  Cap.  14.  "  An  act  for  the  better  preventinjjr  of  excessive  and  de- 
ceitful gaming.^ 

cc2 
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1931.  The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 

titled to  the  benefit  of  the  conveyances  of  the  20th  and 
21st  June^  and  4th  and  5th  July,  1825,  and  that  the  de- 
fendantSi  Richard  Alcock  and  Henry  Alcock,  might  be 
compelled  to  execute  such  conveyances  and  assurances 
as  might  be  necessary  to  give  and  secure  to  the  plaintiff 
the  said  estates,  subject  to  the  mortgages  which  were 
subsisting  thereon  on  the  29th  October^  1824.  Or,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  said  conveyances,  then  that  it 
might  be  declared,  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  mortgage  of  the  29th  October^  1824,  and  to  the  2000iL 
and  interest  thereby  secured;  and,  in  such  case,  the  bill 
prayed  a  foreclosure.  The  bill  also  prayed,  that  the  de- 
fendants might  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff  the  mortgage  of 
the  29th  October,  1824,  and  all  other  deeds  in  their  pos- 
session or  power  relating  to  the  premises. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants,  Richard  and  Henry  Alcock, 
put  in  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Monro,  for  the  demurrer. — It  can- 
not be  denied  that  a  foot  race  is  a  game  within  the  statute. 
Lynall  v.  Longboihom  (a).  Though  the  Court  considers 
securities  for  money  lent  for  the  purpose  of  gaming  to  be 
bad,  yet,  as  the  word  '  contract'  does  not  occur  in  this  sta- 
tute, as  it  does  in  the  statute  against  usury,  the  Court  per- 
mits the  lender  to  recover  back  money  lent  for  the  purpose 
of  gaming.  Barjeau  v.  Walmaley  (b).  In  Aleinbrook  v. 
HiU  (c),  an  action  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant  at  a  horse  race,  was  held  to  be 
maintainable.  In  Robinson  v.  Bland  (d),  which  underwent 
a  great  deal  of  discussion,  the  Court  held  that  money  lost 
at  play  could  not  be  recovered,  but  that  money  lent  for  the 


(«)  2  WilB.  36.  (c)  2  Wils.  309. 

(6)  2  Strange,  1249.  (d)  2  Burr.  1077- 
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purpose  of  play  might  be  recovered.  The  statute  of  ^  1831. 
Geo.  2  (a)  is  the  first  statute  that  enables  Courts  of  equity' 
to  give  not  only  discovery  but  relief  in  suits  for  the  dis- 
covery of  money  won  at  play.  From  this  it  may  be  in- 
ferred,  that,  previously  to  that  statute,  Courts  of  equity 
would  not  interfere.  It  may  also  be  inferred^  that  the  dis- 
covery and  information  were  to  be  within  three  months. 
Courts  both  of  law  and  equity  have  always  been  unwilling 
to  go  beyond  the  strict  letter  of  a  penal  act.  Two  points 
arise :  firsts  whether  the  case  comes  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act;  and.  secondly,  whether  the  Court  will  give  relief  in 
a  case  like  the  present  upon  this  bill.  The  agreement 
that  the  parties  should  be  equally  interested  in  the  bets 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  case  within  the  statute.  The 
money  was  not  to  come  into  Robert  Parkers  hands^  nor 
to  be  advanced  to  him,  but  was  to  be  paid  by  Alcock  and 
Clapham  on  behalf  of  the  three  parties.  The  money  was 
clearly  not  lent  for  the  purpose  of  betting  or  gaming,  but 
for  the  payment  of  bets  which  had  been  already  lost.  The 
act  directs  that  all  securities  given  shall  enure  to  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  person  who  would  be  entitled  to  tlie  es- 
tates, in  case  the  person  executing  the  securities  were  then 
actually  dead;  In  other  acts  imposing  forfeiture,  such  as  the 
act  against. Popish  recusants,  the  next  of  kin  being  Pro- 
testants are  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits 
during  the  life  of  the  party.  The  plaintiff  states  himself  to 
be  the  eldest  son  of  Robert  Parker,  and  the  person  who,  if 
Robert  Parker  had  been  dead  at  the  time  of  the  transac- 
tion, would  have  been  entitled  to  the  estate.  Suppose, 
however,  Robert  Parker  had  made  a  will  devising  the 
estate,  non  constat  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  the 


(a)   Chap.  34,    intitled   "  An  gamiDg,  and  to  restrain  and  pre- 

BCt  to  explidn,  amend,  and  make  ?ent  the   excessive   increase  of 

more  effectual  the  laws  in  being  horse  races." 
to  prevent  excessive  and  deceitful 
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1831.  person  entitled,  if  Robert  Parity  had  been  dead  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed.  This  clause  in  the 
statute  seems  hitherto  to  have  been  a  dead  letter,  proba- 
bly from  this  diflSculty.  Two  objections  to  the  plaintiff's 
case  arise  in  equity ;  Jirsi,  he  does  not  need  the  relief  which 
he  seeks;  for  the  statute  gives  him  more  than  he  de« 
sires  by  his  bill.  The  bill  prays  that  the  plaintiff  may 
be  declared  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  conveyances, 
and  that  the  defendants  may  be  compelled  to  execute  pro- 
per conveyances  thereof  to  him;  but,  if  the  statute  oper- 
ates, the  defendants  have  nothing  to  convey.  Secondly^ 
the  plaintiff  comes  for  relief  in  equity  under  a  penal  statute, 
which  must  be  construed  strictly.  Supposing  him  to  be 
entitled  to  come  into  equity,  there  is  no  case  in  which  a 
party  seeking  the  assistance  of  this  Court  to  set  aside  se- 
curities, can  do  so  without  offering  to  repay  the  money 
which  has  been  actually  advanced.  On  a  bill  for  the  de- 
livery up  of  an  usurious  instrument,  if  the  plaintiff  do  not 
offer  by  his  bill  to  pay  the  sum  actually  advanced,  the  de- 
fendant may  demur*   Mason  v.  Gardner  (a). 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Wigram^  for  the  bill. — ^The 
money  is  stated  to  have  been  paid  on  the  ^th  October, 
the  day  on  which  the  race  took  place,  and,  therefore, 
comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  as  money  lent  for 
the  purpose  of  gaming.  If  the  construction  contended  for 
on  the  other  side  were  correct,  the  statute  woiild  be  a 
dead  letter.  Money,  though  paid  after  the  bet  is  lost, 
is  in  fact  money  lent  or  advanced  for  gaming ;  the  deposit, 
at  least,  came  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Though  the 
Courts  have  suffered  money  to  be  recovered  when  lent 
without  security,  they  have  iifvariably  acted  otherwise 
where  any  security  has  been  given.   Gray  v.  Moore  (6), 


(a)  I  Nov.  1793,  MS.  1  Fonbl.  Kq.  25.  (b)  2  WU».  67. 
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Jeffries  v.  Walter  (a),  Hussey  ▼.  Jacob  (6),  Baker  v.         1831. 
Williams  (c),  Fleetwood  v.  Jansen  (d). 

With  respect  to  the  form  of  the  bill — The  bill  praying 
a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  he  is  entitled 
to  consequential  relief  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief. 
An  offer  to  repay  the  money  actually  advanced  can  only 
be  necessary  where  the  party  filing  the  bill  has  himself 
received  the  money.  But,  if  it  were  equitable  that  the 
plaintiff  should  do  so  in  the  present  case^  the  Court  has 
sufficient  authority  to  direct  him  mo  to  do  on  the  present 
bilL  PuUeney  v.  Warren  {e\  Columbian  Government  v. 
.   Rothschild  (/),  and  Richards  v.  Noble  {g). 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — It  strikes  me  that  the  prin-  Nov,  \Tih, 
ciple  iS|  that|  where  a  party  files  his  billj  he  submits  him* 
self  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  to  all  those  terms 
which  the  Court  may  consider  it  equitable  to  impose  upon 
him ;  and  that  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  for  him  to 
make  an  offer  to  do  so.  The  first  question,  whether  a 
foot  race  is  a  gaming  within  the  statute/  is  admitted.  The 
next  question  is,  whether  any  advance  was  made  by  Alcock 
and  Clapham;  and,  if  so,  whether  they  were  creditors  of 
Parler  for  any  part  of  such  advance;  and  whether  the 
advance  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  betting  or  gaming. 
It  appears  that  the  money  was  advanced  at  the  time,  and 
on  the  occasion  of  the  loss,  and  at  the  instance  of  Parker* 
The  rule  that  a  penal  statute  must  be  construed  strictly  is, 
that  the  Court  is  not  to  extend  it  to  a  case  not  within  the 
meaning  of  it;  but  the  Court  is  not  to  contract  the  mean- 
ing  so  as  to  exclude  a  case  which  is  fairly  within  it. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B.. — The  only  question  in  this      tfov.  2 is/. 

(a)  1  Wils.  220.  (d)  2  Atk.  46?. 

(6)  1  Salk.  344.  (c)  6  Ve€.  73. 

(c)l  Ambl.  269,  in   noie  to         (/)lSim.94. 
Mr.  munt'u  edit.  {g)  3  Meriv.  673. 
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1831.  case  is^  whether  the  money  was  advanced  for  betting  or  gam- 
ing within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  and  I  think,  apply- 
ing to  it  the  rule,  that  the  act,  being  a  penal  act,  is  to  be  con- 
strued strictly,  still  that  the  case  comes  within  the  words 
and  strict  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  was  money  advanced 
in  pursuance  of  previous  engagements,  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  the  bets  that  were  lost  immediately  after  the  event 
was  ascertained.  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  give  any 
construction  to  this  statute  which  will  not  embrace]  a 
case  of  this  description.  If  that  be  so,  then  the  next 
question  is,  how  it  affects  these  securities.  ^  It  is  not 
material  that  the  security  should  be  given  at  the  time, 
though,  as  far  as  jrelates  to  the  mortgage,  I  believe  it  was 
given  at  the  time ;  however,  it  does  not  signify  whether  the 
security  was  given  at  the  time  or  after  a  short  interval.  The 
mortgage  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  sum  of 
SOOO/.—  which  was  less  than  the  sum  stated  on  the  face  of 
this  bill,  and,  therefore,  to  be  taken  as  true  for  the  purpose 
of  the  question^ — the  sum  that  was  due  by  Parker.  It  is 
stated,  that  about  500/.  was  to  be  the  sum  that  was  to  be 
taken  by  each  of  the  parties,  Clapham  and  Alcock — the 
sum  does  not  appear  to  have  been  distinctly  ascertained. 
After  some  interval,  another  race  took  place;  that  race  was 
for  the  sum  of  one  thousand  five  hundred  and  odd  pounds, 
in  which  all  the  parties  were  again  interested;  that  race  was 
won  hy  Parker;  and  upon  that  race  being  won  it  was  agreed 
that  that  sum  should  be  taken  exclusively  by  Parker,  and 
that  in  that  case,  all  liability  for  the  previous  loss  should 
be  divested  from  Alcock  and  Clapham ;  and  upon  that  ar- 
rangement more  than  the  2000/.  is  stated  to  have  been  due 
in  respect  of  the  first  transaction  from  Parker  to  Alcock  and 
Clapham.  After  this  arrangement  was  made,  further  se- 
curity was  required ;  and  this  transaction  took  place  be- 
tween the  parties — the  estate  was  valued,  and  in  valuing 
that  estate  it  was  considered  what  it  would  produce 
ultra  all  the  mortgages,  and  vUra  that  particular  balance 
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BtOl  due  in  respect  of  the  original  transaction  from  Parker  1831. 
to  Alcock  and  Clapham.  The  sum  so  estimated  amounted 
to  a  little  more  than  SOOO/.,  and  it  was  agreed  that  SOOOL 
should  be  paid  by  Alcock  and  Clapham,  or  by  Alcock; 
and  that  the  estate,  subject  to  the  previous  mortgages, 
should  be  conveyed  to  Alcock.  The  SOOO/L  was  paid^  and 
by  some  arrangement  between  Henry  Alcock  and  Richard 
Alcock f  the  party  to  these  arrangementSj  it  was  agreed 
that  the  estate  should  be  conveyed  to  Henry  Alcock.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  clear,  that  as  far  as  relates 
to  this  transaction,  that  conveyance  was  in  respect  of  the 
SOOO/.,  and  in  respect  of  a  part  of  the  original  debt;  which 
part  of  the  original  debt  was,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
money  advanced  for  gaming.  It  comes,  therefore,  within 
the  very  words  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  that,  where  a  part 
of  the  consideration  is  money  advanced  for  gaming,  or  for 
betting,  the  security  shall  be  altogether  void.  I  think, 
therefore,  the  case  applies  not  only  to  the  mortgage, .  but 
also  to  the  other  conveyance. 

The  next  question  that  has  been  made  is — **  What  is  the 
effect  of  avoiding  this  conveyance?"  By  the  act  of  Par- 
liament the  estate  is  to  go  to  the  party  who  would  take 
if  the  original  proprietor  were  naturally  dead ;  and  I  think 
the  statement,  upon  the  face  of  this  bill,  that  the  party 
was  seised  in  fee  simple,  and  that  the  claimant  in  this  case 
is  his  heir-at-law,  is  sufficient  on  demurrer  to  entitle  him 
to  the  benefit  of  this  forfeiture  under  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. But  it  is  stated,  that,  as  some  money  was  actually 
advanced,  a  part  of  the  consideration  having  been  bondjide 
advanced,  either  by  Alcock^  the  party  to  the  original  trans- 
action, or  by  Henry  Alcock^  there  ought  in  this  case  to 
have  been  an  offer  on  the  Tace  of  the  bill  to  repay  that 
money.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  necessary,  but  that 
when  the  cause  comes  to  a  hearing,  under  the  prayer  of  this 
bill,  the  Court  may  decree  in  that  respect  what  it  shall 
think  proper;  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  make  an 
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1831.  offer  of  this  description  in  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  because 
the  party  by  filing  the  bill  thereby  submits  himself  to  such 
decree  as  the  Court  shall  think  it  proper  to  pronounce* 

But  it  is  said  that  this  bill  is  altogether  useless;  it  prays 
an  object  of  no  importance ;  and  therefore  the  demurrer 
ought  to  be  allowed.  Looking  through  the  whole  of  this 
billy  the  effect  of  it  is  this :  that,  from  such  a  time,  the  party 
filing  the  bill  was  entitled  to  the  estate,  and  of  course  en- 
titled to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate.  That  is  the 
substance  of  the  bill.  Although  there  is  no  prayer  with 
respect  to  the  rents  and  profits,  I  conceive  that  he  would 
be  entitled  to  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  under  the 
general  prayer  for  relief,  because  the  statement  and  the 
allegations  in  the  bill  are  sufficient  to  sustain  such  a 
prayer.  I  think,  therefore,  the  general  prayer  for  relief 
is  sufficient  in  this  case.  Then,  what  is  the  prayer  of  the 
bill  taking  it  in  this  view,  and  what  is  the  object  of  the 
bill  ?  A  declaration  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff',  with  an  ac- 
count from  the  time  when  the  title  of  the  plaintiff*  accrued  .> 
I  think,  therefore,  in  the  present  shape  of  the  cause, 
this  bill,  the  demurrer  admitting  all  the  facts  on  the  face  of 
the  bill,  in  the  manner  precisely  as  stated  in  the  bill,  is 
sufficient;  and,  therefore,  that  the  demurrer  ought  to  be 
over-ruled. 

Demurrer  over-ruled. 
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Lord  Foley  and  Dick  v.  Carlon  and  nine  others.  Nov.  2ltt» 

JtSlLL  by  the  acceptor  and  drawer  of  four  several  accom-  Bill  by  the 

modation  bills  for  250L  each,  against  one  John  Alves^  to  oeptoroffour 

whom  they  had  been  delivered  for  the  purpose  of  being  ^^^t*^"^^ 

discounted,  but  who  had  only  paid  the  plaintiffs  300Z.  iii  ^  ^^<»"  }^rr 

respect  thereof ;  agamst  other  persons  to  whom  the  bills  edanddeiiTcred 

bad  been  indorsed  by  Alves;  and  against  subsequent  in-  ^'ing^d^raunt- 

dorsees  who  were  holders  of  the  bills.  ^'*  »"*  *«""•' 

seTcnu  pertoni 

The  bill,  among  numerous  allegations  of  fraud,  charged  by  whom  the 
that  the  several  defendants  were  not  bond  fide  holders  of  quenUy  been 
the  bills  of  exchange  for  valuable  consideration;    and  f^gh*^h<Me^ 
charged  them  with  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  circum-  handi  they  had 

,  ,  •  .  -  passed;  and  also 

Stances  under  which  the  bills  had  been  obtained  from  the  against  several 
plaintiffs  without  an  adequate  consideration.     The  bill  holders  of  Oie 
also  charged,  that  the  bills  of  exchange  had,  through  the  ^^^^J^uJ^^''^' 
fraudulent  devices  of  Alves^  been  indorsed  to  or  placed  in  of  the  several 
the  hands  of  the  other  defendants,  in  order  that  they  and  an  Injunc- ' 
might  respectively,  as  bond  fide  holders  of  the  bills,  pro-  J^^alT^jTby 
ceed  against  the  plaintifis  for  the  amount  thereof.  the  several  hoid- 

*  ers.     A  dcmur- 

The  bill  charged  in  detail  and  circumstantially,  numer-  rer  by  the  hoid- 
ous  facts  as  tending  to  bring  home  to  the  several  defend-  |^[,J^  for  muiti-* 
ants  a  participation  in,  or  at  least  knowledge  of,  the  fraud  |j™*'J'°*'*'  ?°J 
of  the  defendant  Alves.    The  bill  prayed  the  delivery  up  equity,  was 
of  the  several  bills  of  exchange  to  be  cancelled,  and  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  proceedings  on  them;  the  plaintiffs 
offering  to  repay  the  300/.  to  such  of  the  defendants  as 
should  appear  to  be  entitled  thereto. 

Joseph  Johnson^  one  of  the  defendants,  demurred  to  the 
bill,  on  the  ground  of  multifariousness,  and  .also  for  want 
of  equity. 

Mr.  Barber  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer.— The  bill  is  objectionable,  in  making  the  acceptor 
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1831.        and  the  drawer  co-plaintiffs.    It  is  also  multifarious.    Four 
-"  ,  p  different  rights  of  action  are  stated,  the  defence  of  every 

V*  defendant  to  each  of  which  may  be  different.    Lord  Redes^ 

dale  lays  down  the  rulci  that  the  Court  will  not  permit  a 
plaintiff  to  demand  by  one  bill  several  matters  of  different 
natures  against  several  defendantSi  for  this  would  tend  to 
load  each  defendant  with  an  unnecessary  burden  of  costs, 
by  swelling  the  pleadings  with  the  statement  of  the  several 
claims  of  the  other  defendants,  with  which  he  has  no  con* 
nexion  (a).  One  defendant  may  have  a  good  case,  whilst 
the  other  defendants  may  not  be  able  to  make  out  their 
case.  Each  defendant  will  also  be  obliged  to  take  office 
copies  not  only  of  the  answers  of  the  other  defendants, 
but  also  of  the  whole  of  the  depositions.  Supposing,  also, 
the  injunction  granted  for  want  of  answer  to  be  dissolved 
as  to  some  of  the  defendants,  and  not  as  to  the  other  de- 
fendants— is  one  defendant  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  acts 
or  neglect  of  tiie  other?  The  right  of  the  plaintiffs  against 
each  of  the  defendants  is  perfectly  distinct,  and  the  one  is 
not  affected  by  the  other.  Where  a  copyright  is  infring* 
ed  a  separate  bill  must  be  filed  against  each  person*  DUfy 
V.  Doig  {b).  Joint  and  separate  demands  cannot  be  com- 
prised in  one  bill.  Harrison  v.  Hogg  (c).  In  SchackeU  v. 
Macauley  (cQ,  a  demurrer  was  allowed  to  a  bill  for  a  dis- 
covery and  commission,  in  aid  of  a  defence  to  two  separate 
actions  for  two  separate  libels.  So,  a  bill  for  an  account 
of  a  testator's  estate,  and  to  set  aside  sales  made  by  the 
executor  and  trustee  to  himself  and  to  another  person, 
was  held  to  be  multifarious.  Salcidge  v.  Hyde  {e).  One 
bill  cannot  be  filed  against  the  purchasers  of  several  lots 
of  the  same  estate.  Brooks  v.  Lord  Whiiworih  (/)•  In 
Wynne  v.  Callendar  (g),  it  was  admitted  that  a  bill  of  this 

(a)  Lord  Redesd.  on  Pleading,  (i)  2  Sim.  &  Stn.  79. 

p.  181, 4th  edit.  (0  Jac.  151. 

(6)  2  Ves.  Jan.  468.  (/)  1  Mad.  86. 

(c)  2  Ves.  jun.  323.  (^)  1  Russ.  293. 
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description  was  multifarious,  but  that  the  objection,  being        1831. 
made  at  the  hearing,  was  too  late — though,  in  that  case,  one    l^Tfolet 
of  the  defendants  had  actually  demurred,  and  his  demurrer  «- 

was  allowed.  Another  ground  of  demurrer  is,  that  the  bill 
alleges  that  Alves  has  become  a  bankrupt,  and  yet  he  is 
made  a  party,  and  his  assignees  are  not  made  parties. 

Mr.  Simphinson  and  Mr.  E.  Montague^  for  the  bill. — 
If  it  appeared  in  the  bill  that  the  acceptor  and  drawer  had 
different  interests,  the  joining  of  them  as  plaintiffs  might 
be  a  ground  of  demurrer;  but  the  statement  in  the  bill, 
and  which,  for  the  purpose  of  the  demurrer,  must  be  ad- 
mitted to  be  true,  shews  they  have  the  same  interest.  It 
is  immaterial  whether  any  consideration  moved  from  the 
drawer  to  the  acceptor,  but  only  whether  any  considera* 
tion  moved  from  the  holders.  The  whole  transaction  is  one 
of  the  same  nature;  and  if  the  four  bills  were  now  in  the 
hands  of  Alves,  it  never  could  be  contended  that  it  would 
be  necessary  to  file  four  distinct  bills  against  him.  In 
Wynne  ▼•  CaUendar  three  distinct  bills  were  given  to  dif- 
ferent persons.  If  it  would  not  he  necessary  to  file^four 
separate  bills  against  Alves,  how  is  the  case  varied  as  to 
the  other  defendants?  For  the  bill  states  the  four  bills  as 
one  transaction,  and  the  indorsement  to  the  other  defend- 
ants as  a  mere  juggle;  and  this  is  admitted  by  the  demur- 
rer. The  bill  states,  in  effect,  that  Alves  is  the  holder  of  the 
bills,  and  that  the  SOO/.  was  advanced  on  the  whole  four 
bills;  so  that  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  state  the  case  as  to 
each,  and  to  offer  to  return  the  300/.  With  respect  to 
Alveis  bankruptcy,  the  bill  avers  that  the  four  1)ills  are 
now  in  his  hands;  and  if  the  fact  be  so,  how  can  they  be 
delivered  up  without  making  him  a  party?  As  to  the  other 
defendants,  there  is  a  positive  charge  that  they  claim  some 
interest  either  in  the  bills  or  in  the  money.  The  transac- 
tion was  so  blended,  that  it  was  impossible  to  file  the  bill 
in  any  other  way.     The  allegation  is,  that  all  the  defen- 
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lS3i.        dants  are  parties  to  the  frauds  and  all  are  interested  in  th^ 

Lord  Foley      ^^"^  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  proceeds. 

Caslok.  The  demurrer  was  over-ruled  (a). 

(a)  Lord  Lyndkunt  itid  not  deliver  any  judgment  on  over-ruling  the 
demurrer. 


Nov.  23rd. 

1833. 
Jan,  i2th. 

Where  an  an- 
swer is  put  in 
by  a  defendant 
vho  cannot  read 
or  write,  his  so- 
licitor swears  to 
having  read  the 
contents  of  the 
answer  to  the 
defendant,  and 
that  he  appear* 
ed  perfectly  to 
understand  the 
same,  and  this 
is  stated  in  the 
jurat:  where, 
therefore,  the 
jurat  stated  the 
answer  to  have 
been  read  over  to 
the  defendant  by 
one  of  the  com- 
missioners, and 
that  the  defend- 
ant appeared  to 
understand  it; 
the  answer  was 
on  motion  taken 
off  the  file  for 
irregularity, 
with  costs. 


^t/^^^^^^^*^ 


Attorney-General  v.  Malim. 

Mr.  TRESLOVE  and  Mr.  G.  Richards  moved  that 
the  answer  might  be  taken  off  the  file  for  irregularity,  with 
costs.  The  answer  was  the  joint  and  several  answer  of 
five  defendants.  One  of  the  five  defendants  was  an  illite- 
rate person,  unable  to  read  or  write.  In  the  jurat  of  the  an- 
swer, it  was  stated  that  the  answer  had  been  read  over  to  the 
illiterate  defendant  by  one  of  the  commissioners,  and  that 
the  defendant  declared  that  he  perfectly  understood  it. 

In  support  of  the  motion,  it  was  contended,  that  in  all 
cases  of  an  answer  by  an  illiterate  person,  the  solicitor  of 
the  party  was  sworn  that  he  had  read  over  the  answer  to 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  understood  it. 

Mr.  Boteler,  contra,  contended,  that  where  the  answer 
was  taken  by  commission,  it  was  sufficient  if  the  answer 
were  read  over  by  one  of  the  commissioners. 

On  inquiry  into  the  practice,  the  jurat  appeared  to  be 

incorrect,  and 

The  motion  was  granted  (a). 


^. 


C^^^J  U^-e^i- 


? 


'.^  i2'/i^ 


/o 


{a)  The  following  is  the  form 
of  the  jurat  to  an  answer  sworn  in 
London  by  a  defendant  unable  to 
read  or  write:" 

*'  The  defendant,  A.  B.,  not  be* 
ing  able  to  read  or  write,  C.  D., 
solidtor  for  the  said  defendant  in 
thb  cause,  was  sworn  that  he  had 
truly  and  faithfully  read  the  con- 
tents of  this  answer  to  the  said  A. 
B.,  and  that  he  appeared  perfect- 


ly to  understand  die  same;  and 
the  said  A.  B.  was  thereon  sworn 
to  the  truth  of  the  said  answer,  he 
having  made  his  mark  at  my 
Chambers  in  Seijeants'  Inn,  Chan- 
cery Lane,  this  12tii  day  of  Juntf 
1823." 

This  form  was  settled  by  the 
late  Mr.  Baron  HuUock  at  the  time 
it  bears  date,  and  has  been  acted 
on  ever  since. 


state-    ^. 
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1831. 

Newton  0.  Berresford. 

Mr.  SWANSTON  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon  moved  for  the  Cates  and  _ 
production  of  books,  papersi  and  writings,  admitted  by  the  opinion  of  coun-   ^   ^ 
answer  of  the  defendant,  and  the  schedule  thereto,  to  be  in  JfJ;  ?^™"^^.^^  j^^" 

^  me  answer  oi     ,^-;i^rp.t. 

his  possession.    The  documents  of  which  the  production  the  defendant  /  ^^ 

to  be  in  his       '    ^  f    - 

was  sought  were  tithe  collectors'  books,  and  statements  custody, pones-  J;:  '.^r 

for  the  opinion  of  counsel.    The  tithe  collectors*  books  oXVcd  tobe'^' 

were  admitted  by  the  answer  to  relate  to  the  matters  in  produced  for  the  f>/  c- 

, <- ' -^ — -: : — ^    usual  purposes.     ^ 

question ;  but  the  defendant  denied  that  they  would  in  But  it  would     -^  y 
any  manner  assist  or  make  out  the  plaintiff's  case.  the  future,  cases     ^^ 

In  support  of  the  application  Evans  ▼.  Richard (cr),  ^^x^^^^^^' ^z" 
Bennet  v.  Treptu  (b).  Firkins  v.  Lowe  (c).  Vent  v.  Pacey  {d),  «»*»  o{  the  .^ 

,  •  cause,  or  pre-     -"^f^  ^ 

and  Preston  ?•  Carr  (tf),  were  cited.  pared  in  con-    ^^^^ 

templation  of,  ^  t^Jtu 
or  with  refecp      ■ — . 

Mr.  BeameSf  contrh. — The  question  as  to  the  books  encetothe  JCC^'^. 
is,  whether  they  are  public  or  private  documents.  They  be  ordered  to  be^^^^ 
are  clearly  private  documents  forming  the  evidence  of  ^^J^r^^of'thT  "^"^ 
the  plaintiff,  and  which  he  is  not  bound  to  produce.     Ac-  cause.  «,^ — :: 

.  «  Tithe  coUec- 

cordmg  to  the  general  doctrine,  as  laid  down  in  Evans  v.  ton'  books  ad- 
Richard,  the  moment  the  answer  admits  possession,  th^  tibe  answer  of 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  production.    But  Lord  jBWon  has  the  rector  to  be 

*       ^  ^  in  his  possession 

decided,  directly  at  variance  with  Evans  Y.Richard,  that  a  or  power,  and  to 
mere  admission  of  the  custody,  without  more,  will  not  do.  matters  in  the 
Possession  of  itself  is  not  sufficient.    In  Bennet  v.  Trepas  JU|  ^h^^^^^e 
the  books  had  been  ahready  produced  at  the  hearing  of  the  »t**<^»  ^^^^^ 

.  not  in  any  man- 

cause,  and  were,  therefore,  directed  to  be  produced  on  ner  assist  or 
the  trial  of  the  issue.     In  Firkins  v.  Lowe  the  vicar's  title  Jaindrs  case, 
was  admitted  sub  mode;  here  there  is  no  admission  of  the  ^rdered  on  mo- 

tion  to  oe  pro- 
right.     In  Sampson  v.  Swettenham  (/),  it  was  held,  that  ^uced  for  the 

usual  purposes. 

(«i)  1  Sronst.  7.  (c)  M'ael.  73. 

(6)  Dunb.  106, 143 ;  2  Bro.  P.  G.  {d)  4  Ross.  193. 

437;    Gilb.    191;     I   Eagrle    &  (e)  1  Youngre&Jerv.  175. 

younge,782.  (/)6Madd.l6. 
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the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  production  of  a  deed 
not  connected  with  his  title,  but  giving  title  to  the  defend- 
ant. In  the  present  case,  the  collectors'  booksj  according 
to  the  answer^  which  is  all  that  the  plaintiff  can  refer  to, 
^  '  //  //^^'^^'^  evidence  of  the  defendant's  title,  and  not  of  the  title  pf 


1831. 

Newton 
Berresford. 


V^-Z'//  ^  - 


.^f^' 


i<.  - 


'y/A.../^^^ 


Dec.  16M. 


the  plaintiff.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  production  of 
the  books,  there  must  be  some  admission  in  the  answer  that 
they  will  make  out  the  plaintiff's  case.  BUgh  v.  Benson  {a), 
Vansiiiari  v.  Barber  (6). 

Stoanston,  in  reply. — The  case  in  which  Lord  Eldon 
refused  to  interfere  must  have  been  a  case  in  which  the  do- 
cuments sought  to  be  produced  were  the  subject  matter 
of  the  suit. 

Beckford  v.  Wildman  (c)  was  cited  in  reply. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — I  have  read  the  bill  and 
answer  in  this  case.  The  question  is,  whether  the  Court 
will  now  order  the  production  of  two  descriptions  of  do- 
cuments admitted  by  the  defendant  to  be  in  his  possession, 
viz.  books  of  collectors  of  tithes,  and  statements  for  the 
opinion  of  counsel.  With  respect  to  the  latter,  the  ques- 
tion seems  to  be  now  settled,  it  having  been  repeatedly 
decided,  under  similar  circumstances,  that  a  defendant  i) 
bound  to  produce  such  documents.  So  in  this  case  I  think 
he  is  bound  to  produce  them(cii).    The  collectors'  books 


(a)  7   Price,  205;   3  Eagle  & 
Younge,  956. 
(6)  9  Price,  641. 

(c)  16  Ves.  438. 

(d)  In  the  very  recent  case  of 
Boltony,  The  Corporation  of  Livers 
pool,  with  a  note  of  which  the  re- 
porter, has  been  favoured  by  Mr. 
MjflnCf  the  pluntiffs  sought  the 
production  (among  other  docu- 
ments admitted  by  the  answer, 


and  the  schedule  thereto,  to  be  in 
the  possession  of  the  corporation), 
of  cases  and  statements  submitted 
by  the  corporation  to  counsel,  in 
contemplation  of  the  proceedings 
in  the  suit,  and  in  an  action  at  law 
commenced  by  the  corporation 
against  the  plaintifis  for  the  re- 
covery of  certain  tolls. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor(Lford  Brottgkam) 
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are  stated  by  the  bill  to  be  material  to  the  plaintiff  *8  case. 
The  defendant  states  that  they  are  material  to  the  case^ 


1831. 

Newton 

r. 

Bbrresford. 


on   an   appeal   from    the  Vice- 
Chancellor,   and    in    pronounc- 
ing judgment,  on  the  Idth  JPf6., 
1832,  his  Lordship,  with  respect 
to  that  part  of  the  application 
which  related  to  the  cases  and 
statements    for    the  opinion  of 
counsel,  observed,  "  Next,  with 
respect  to  the  cases  sought  to  be 
inspected.    These  are  the  cases 
laid  before  counsel  in  contempla- 
tion of  the  action,  and  pending  the 
proceedings.     Their  dates  come 
down  to  the  29th  October,  1831, 
the  bill  having  been  filed  in  Nov. 
1830,  and  the  answer  sworn  in 
Nov.  1831.      Most  of  the  cases 
were  laid  before  counsel  after  the 
demurrer  was  argued,  nay,  after  it 
came  before  me  upon   appeal; 
some  of  them  upon  the  very  eve 
of  the  present  application  to  the 
Vice-Chancellor.    They  are  sworn 
in  the  answer  '  to  have  been  pre- 
pared in  contemplation  of,  and 
with  reference  to  the  action  and 
suit.'     It  is  suggested  that  one  of 
them  is  the  very  brief  for  counsel 
at  the  trial  of  the  action,  to  pre- 
pare himself  against  which  the 
plaintiff  in  equity  claims  the  in- 
spection.    And  whether  this  be 
so  in  point  of  fact  or  not  is  imma- 
terial, as  it  may  well  occur  in  any 
cause,if  the  cases  laid  before  coun- 
sel in  reference  to  that  cause  can 
be  obtained  by  coming  to  this 
Court. 

"  It  seems  plun  that  the  course 

of  justice  must  stop  if  such  a  right 

exists.    No  man  will  dare  to  con- 

VOL.  r,  1 


suit  a  professional  adviser  with  a 
view  to  his  defence,  or  the  en- 
forcement of  his   rights.     The 
very  case  which  he  lays  before  his 
counsel  to  advise  upon  the  evi- 
dence may,  and  often  does,  contain 
the  whole  of  his  evidence,  and  may 
be,  and  frequently  is,  the  brief 
with  which  that  counsel,  or  some 
other,  conducts  his  cause.    The 
principle  contended  for,  that  in- 
spection of  cases,  though  not  of 
the  opinions,  may  always  be  ob- 
tained, as  of  right,  would  produce 
this  effect,  and  neither  more  nor 
less,  that  a  party  would  go  into 
Court  to  try  the  cause,  and  there 
would  be  the  original  of  his  brief 
in  his  own  counsel's  bag,  and  a 
copy  of  it  in  the  bag  of  his  adver- 
sary's counsel.    Nay,  as  often  as  a 
party  found  himself  unprepared, 
or  suspected  that  something  new 
had  come  to  his  adversary's  know- 
ledge, lie  might  (at  least  if  he 
were  plaintiff,)  postpone  the  trial, 
and  obtain  a  discovery  of  this, 
which,  in  all  likelihood,  had  been 
laid  before  counsel  for  advice.    If 
it  be  said  that  this  Court  compels 
the  disclosure  of  whatever  a  party 
has  at  any  time  sud  respecting  his 
case,  nay,  even  wrings  his  con- 
science to  disclose  his  belief,  the 
answer  is,    thut    admissions  not 
made,'  or  thoughts  not  communi- 
cated to  professional  advisers,  are 
not  essential  to  men's  rights  in 
Courts  of  justice.     Proceedings 
for  this  purpose  can  be  conducted 
in  full  perfection  without  the  party 
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and  he  enumerates  them  in  a  schedule.    I  think  he  is 
bound  to  produce  these  also.    The  first  ground  stated  for 


informing  any  one^  except  lus  le. 
gul  adviser,  of  his  case.  But  mtK- 
out  such  coiiununication^  no  per* 
son  can  safely  come  into  a  Court 
either  to  obtain  redress  or  to  de<> 
fend  himself. 

^*  Yet  violent  as  sueb  compul^ 
tory  disclosures  may  be  deemed^ 
and  wholly  inconustent  with  th^ 
possibility  of  safely  transacting 
judicial  affairs,  if  the  authorities 
are  in  its  favoar,  we  must  submit. 
Ratcliffe  y.  Furzman  is   the  case 
commonly  relied  on  in  these  ques. 
tions.    It  is  a.  decision  of  Ixttd 
Kingf  affirmed  in  the  House  of 
Lords.    If  it  had  decided  the  ques- 
tion there  would  have  been  no 
alternative  but  submission.    The 
report  in  Brown's  Parliamentary 
Oases  is  imperfect,  and  in  one  re- 
spect incorrect ;  for  it  conveys  au 
inaecurate  notion  of  the  nature  of 
the  demurrer.    But  even  by  the 
report,  and  certainly  by  the  prints 
ed  cases  which  I  have  examined 
together  with  my  noble  and  learn- 
ed predecessor,  it  appear^  pltun 
that  the  record  did  not  shew  any 
suit  to  have  been  instituted,  or 
even  threatened,  at  the  time  the 
case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
counsel;  and  the  decision  being 
upon  the  demurrer,  the  Court  had 
no  right  to  know  any  thing  which 
the  record  did  not  disclose.    Ail 
the  Court  knew  was,  that  a  case 
had  been  laid  before  counsel  at 
some  time,   in  order  to  satisfy 
the  party  consulting  whether  his 
right  had  been  affected  by  a  cer- 


Xm  lapse  of  tinie.  And  the 
ground  on  which  the  prodttctioa 
yns  reosted  iq)p€Br8  to  hare  been 
the  mischief  of  disdodng  stat^ 
ments  confidentially  made  for  the 
private  esse  and  aatisAedon  of 
parties. 

<«Sq  far  tUs  dednen  rules  Ast 
a  case  Ittd  before  counsel  is  not 
protected,  end  must  be  disdosed. 
But  the  decision  does  not  ni]a  that 
the  disclosBre  mvsl  he  mads  of  a 
case  laid  before  counsel  in  refer- 
ence to,  or  ia  coatemplation  of,  or 
pendiag  the  sail  or  actioa  lor  th« 
purposes  of  whidi  the  productioa 
is  sought. 

**  The  caw  of  Prettcn  r.  Cmr 
would  seeia  to  hare  canM  the 
doetriae  oi  Raidiffe  r,  FurMwten 
this  one  bat  most  material  step 
Curthar,  b«l»  apparently,  wiifaoat 
inteading  to  do  so;  for  oae  of  the 
learned  Jadges  says,  that  he  tigren 
with  those  who  hare  eiqprcssed  an 
opinion  that  it  should  not  be 
carried  further. 

''  There  is,  however,  a  deci^n 
of  this  Court  since  iVrston  v.  C^rr, 
by  which  I  aa^  disposed  to  be 
guided  upon  all  tha  piiaciples  it 
proceeds  on,  as  well  as  upaa  tha 
authority  of  the  noble  and  learn- 
ed Judge  who  framed  it,  1  sMaa 
the  case  of  Hugka  v.  Bidduipk.  1 
can  see  ao  differaace  between 
the  letters  there  excepted  from 
the  order  to  produce  documcats, 
and  the  cases  laid  before  coun- 
sel. They  were  letters  which 
passed  between  the  client  and  the 
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not  producing  them  isi  thai  they  dre  not  public,  but  private 
documents.  Admitting,  for  the  sake  of  argument/  that 
they  are  private  documents,  still  that  appears  to  me  not  to 
form  any  ground.  Betters,  whioh  are  eridently  not  public 
documents,  are  constantly  ordered  to  be  produced.  Other 
documents,  which  are  also  clearly  private  documents,  are 
daily  ordered  to  be  produced.  Another  point  raised  is, 
that,  if  produced,  they  will  not  assist  the  plaintiff's  case. 
They  are  stated,  however,  to  relate  to  the  matters  in  ques- 
tion, and  it  does  not  seem  to  me  sufficient  to  say  that  they 
will  not  assist  the  plaintiff's  case.    That  must  be  matter  of 


1831. 


NSWTOtt 


solidtor;  and  between  two  solici- 
ton  employed  by  the  client  in  the 
progress  of  the  cause,  or  with  re- 
ference to  it  before  it  was  insti- 
tuted. This  was  the  line  which 
Lord  Lyndhunt  drew ;  and  I  can 
see  no  difference  between  the 
statements  of  a  case  in  such  cor- 
respondence, and  the  statements 
wIMi  are  hdd  before  eoansel  in 
theiorm  of  a  ease  lor  thdr  opia- 
ion.  Something  may  happen  to 
lie  kept  out  of  the  case  so  laid  be- 
fore counsel  which  was  in  the  cor- 
respondence, a&d  ihtit  may  be  a 
ground  in  one  instance  for  not 
refusing  the  production  of  a  case, 
while  the  party  may  have  a  reason 
for  refusing  the  letters.  But  that 
is  acddental,  and  cannot  affect  the 
principle;  for  it  is  clear  that  the 
case  may,  and  in  such  instances 
probably  will,  contain  as  much 
matter  as  the  letters  which  the 
client  caanet  safely  (fisclose ;  and 
it  may  very  well  happen  that  the 
case  prepared  by  the  solicitor 
should  contain  more  than  the 
letters. 
*'  Vevit  V.  Parey,  which  follow- 

V 


ed  two  years  after,  though  re- 
ported next,  is  said  to  throw  a 
doubt  upon  Hughes  v.  Biddulph,  at 
least  as  far  as  regards  Its  application 
to  this  question.  In  the  first  place, 
however,  the  Vice-Chancellor  hav- 
ing acted  upon  Hughes  y,  Bidduiph 
as  regards  the  letters,  his  order  was 
appealed  from  and  affirmed.  But 
iiext  it  is  sud^  that  a  cass  liid  btf- 
lore  counsel  appears  incidentally 
to  have  been  produced.  The  ob- 
servations which  I  have  made  will 
explain  that,  for  the  party  may 
»ot  have  resisted  it  on  the  acd- 
dental ground  mentioned*  of  the 
letters  happening  to  contun  what 
he  was  reluctant  to  disclose, 
Chough  the  case  did  not.  But,  be 
that  as  it  may,  there  was  no  con- 
test as  to  the  production  of  the 
case,  and  it  was  not  decided. 

I  am  therefore,  upon  the  whole, 
of  opinion,  that  eases  \M  before 
counsel  in  the  progress  ef  a  cause, 
and  prepared  in  contemplation  of 
and  with  reference  to  an  action  or 
suit,  cannot  be  ordered  to  be  pro- 
duced for  the  purposes  of  that  ac* 
tion  or  suit  J' 
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opinioni  atid  may  depend  on  the  wayr  in  which  they  are 
used.  Firkins  v«  Lowe  has  disposed  of  the  question;  and 
I  see  no  ground  to  differ  from  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
of  the  Court  in  that  case. 

Suppose  the  books  were  produced  at  the  trial  of  an  ac- 
tion at  lawy  and  it  appeared  that  some  of  the  entries  made 
in  favour  of  the  vicar  or  the  occupier,  the  Court  would 
make  some  arrangement  for  the  cause  to  stand  over  until 
the  Jury  should  have  an  opportunity  of  looking  at  the 
other  entries.  If  this  were  not  to  be  done  there  would  be 
very  great  injustice. 

Motion  granted. 


1832. 

Jan,  24M. 

Answer  taken 
off  the  file  for 
irregularity,  one 
skin  only  out  of 
six  gkins  being 
signed  by  the 
defendant.  And 
an  injunction 
being  moved  for 
on  the  answer 
being  so  taken 
off  the  file,  it 
was  granted; 
but  it  was  di- 
rected not  to  is- 
sue if  the  de- 
fendant should 
sign  all  the 
skins,  and  re- 
swear the  an- 
swer before  the 
rising  of  the 
Court. 


Lord  MONCASTKR  9.  Braithwait£« 

IMlR.  STUART  moved  to  take  the  answer  off  the  file 
for  irregularity,  the  answer  being  contained  in  six  skins 
of  parchment,  of  which  one  only  was  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant. Carter  v.  Bosanquet  {a),  and  Jiicob  v.  Badger  (6), 
were  cited. 

Mr.  ChandlesSi  for  the  defendant,  opposed  the  motion, 
contending  that  this  case  varied  from  the.  cases  cited,  in* 
asmuch  as  it  was  a  town  cause,  and  each  skin  of  the  an- 
swer had  the  initials  of  the  Baron  before  whom  it  was 
sworn. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  considered  the  answer  to  be  ir- 
regular, and  directed  it  to  be  taken  off  the  file,  proposing 
to  give  the  costs  of  the  application,  if  the  plaintiff  would 
allow  the  answer  to  be  forthwith  signed,  and  treated  as  if 
it  had  been  originally  properly  filed. 


(a)  M<Clel.456. 


{b)  1  YouDge  &  Jerv.  166. 
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Mr.  Stuart  J  for  the  plaintiff^  objected  to  this;  and,  upon 
the  answer  being  taken  off  the  file,  immediately  moved  for 
an  injunction  on  an  attachment  for  want  of  answer  {a). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  made  the  order^  but  directed 
that  the  injunction  should  not  issue  if  the  answer  was  pro* 
perly  signed  and  re-sworn  before  the  rising  of  the  Court; 
which  was  accordingly  done. 

(a)  In  the  Court  of  Exchequer  only  requires  to  be  filled  up  by  the 
the  process  is  already  sealed,  and      clerk  in  Court. 


1832. 


Lord 

MONCASTER 
V. 

Braituwaite. 


Lord  Foley  v.  Carlon. 


Jan,  24M. 


XN  this  case,  exceptions  having  been  set  down  for  ar-  Where  cxcep- 
gumeiity   Mr*  Stmpktnson  and  Mr.  Kent/on  Parker   for  down  for  argu- 
the  defendants,  objected  to  the  exceptions  being  argued,  mu^t'be  served 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  in  compliance  °"  ***^  **™^ 
with  the  general  order  (a)  of  the  Court,  served  a  rule  to  gumentofthe 
argue  the  exceptions  on  the  day  when  they  were  filed,  but  fhe^ay  of  ex- 
four  days  afterwards.  ZuTsrhl*'^ 

pen  after  four 

Mr.  6.  Richards^  for  the  plaintiff. — At  the  time  tha  ge-  fiung  of  the  ez- 
neral  order  was  made,  the  Court  heard  exceptions  three  ^^p^®""- 
days  a  week,  but  now  only  once. 


{b)  By  a  general  order,  dated 
the  7th  May,  1794,  it  is  ordered. 
That  every  plaintifif  who  shall  take 
exceptions  to  a  defendant's  an- 
swer, shall,  on  fiUng  the  same, 
give  a  four  day  rule  (one  day  ex- 
clusive, the  other  inclusj^ve,)  for 
arguing  the  same  in  Court,  on  the 
first  Tuetday^  Wednesday,  or  Fri- 
day in  Term  on  which  such  rules 


shall  expire,  provided  a  four  day 
rule  shall  expire  on  a  Tuesday^ 
Wednesday,  or  Friday;  if  other- 
wise, a  plaintiff,  instead  of  giving 
a  four  day  rule,  shall  give  a  rule 
to  argue  the  same  on  the  first 
Tuesdiiy,  Wednesday,  or  Friday, 
which  shall  happen  after  the  ex- 
piration of  four  days  from  the  day 
of  filing  such  exceptions. 


Carlon. 
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"    p  then,  according  to  the  present  practice  of  the  Court  with 

V,  respect  to  its  sittings^  the  rule  should  have  been  served  on 

the  same  day  with  the  filing  of  the  exceptions,  to  argue 
them  on  the  day  of  exceptions  which  should  first  happen 
after  four  days  from  the  filing  of  the  exceptions* 

It  being  stated  by  the  clerks  in  Ck>urt|  that  the  ru)e  stiU 
subsisted — 

The  exceptions  were  directed  to 
stand  over. 


Ftb.  25M.  CniMElflfl  9.  ChAXTYBT* 

Aq  affidavit  AS  aflSdavit  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 

red  for  impend  ^bis  cause.  The  plaintiff  filed  an  affidavit  in  answer,  which 

afflSlitUi M^  ^®®  referred  for  impertinence.    The  plaintiff  aubsequent- 

Bwer  to  it  hai  ly  obtained  an  order,  referring  the  first-mentioned  affida- 

h9tn  filed*  -^    i      /•      • 

vit  also  for  impertmenee* 

Mr.  Russellf  for  the  defendant,  moved  to  disohai^  the 
order  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs,  by 
filing  an  affidavit  in  answer  to  th^  affidavit  sought  to  be 
referred,  had  waived  any  olgection  to  it  in  respect  of  im- 
pertinence. 


Mr,  G.  Richards,  for  the  plaintiff. 


Motion  granted. 
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Fjbllowes  aod  Others  p.  The  Bank  of  Ekgulno.  Feb.  25th. 

On  the  9th  February,  ISSS^  a  disiringas  was  issued  at  AUtiriMgiuwzB 
the  suitof  thepkintiffs,  and  delivered  to  the  proper  officer  ^^  BanlT'o? 
of  the  Bank  of  England,  with  a  notice  that  it  was  to  pre-  ^^iJJJ^ 
vent  the  transfer  of  the  stock  mentioned  in  the  notice,  proper  officer, 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  in  the  books  of  the  that  it  was  in- 
Gorernor  and  Company  of  the  Bank.  r^^tS!^ 

fer  of  the  sum 

No  bai  baTing  been  filed-  S^T" 

notice.    On  mo- 
Mr.  SimpUnson  now  moved,  that  the  disiringas  might  f^"]^?^^*^ *" 
be  removed  or  discharged,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  or  their  <«  the  ground 

,   -     -  ,        -  ,  «       ,  ,.         t*»t  no  *>*!*  had 

attomies  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  and  attending  been  filed,  it  ap- 

tlie  issuing  of  the  writ  of  distringas,  and  of  removing  and  ^^^t^t  ^ 

discharging  it,  and  of  the  present  application.    And  he  j^'^'^'^^ed 

cited  Seaii  v.  Bant  of  England  (a).  with  a  view  to 

subsequently 
filing  a  bill  In 

Mr.  Skarpe,  for  the  plaintiffs,  admitted  that  be  was  un-  ^^^"^""^  ^^ 

able  to  state  the  ground  of  the  practice  with  respect  to  not  in  this  Court: 

writs  of  disiringas  against  the  Bank,  or  how  it  had  origi-  ^t  had  been 

nated,  but  he  rested  tbe  case  on  the  notoriety  of  the  prao-  ^^  which^o!^ 

tice.  and  the  number  of  such  writs  issued  in  every  term.  ^ourt  ought  not 

fo  sanction,  and 
the  dittringoM 

^  In  the  course  of  the  discussionj  an  affidavit  was  read  on  with^tt^'^' 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  from  which  it  appeared  that  tbe    ^^^^/^«  - 
writ  of  disiringas  was  issued,  with  a  view  of  staying  ^'^  ypy/  y/*    y 
transfer  of  the  stock  until  a  bill  could  be  filed  in  the^     ^/     ^f^ 
Court  of  Chancery;  a  proceeding  which,  on  the  part  of  the  ^'^'^J^\^^     ' 
plaintiff,  was  justified  on  the  ground  that  the  Court  ^^ ///'jy-     jj^  J^/ 
Chancery  was  at  all  times  open,  whilst  this  Court  ^^^  ///^   •//    / 
closed  during  the  circuits.  /f ^^^-^-^^^  '^ 

Lord  Lynahuasx^  L.  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me,  tbat^  in 
this  case  an  improper  use  has  been  made  of  the  writ.  It 
is  admitted  by  the  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that 

(a)  2  YouBge  &  Jerv.  327- 
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there  was  not  any  intention  to  file  a  bill  in  this  Court,  but 
that  the  distringas  was  issued  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
the  plaintiffs  an  advantage  in  another  Court.  If  this  had 
not  been  so  stated,  I  might  perhaps  have  considered  the 
present  to  range  within  the  ordinary  cases.  But,  with  this 
statement,  I  think  the  distringas  has  been  used  for  a  pur- 
pose which  (he  Court  ought  not  to  sanction. 

Without  deciding  any  general  principle,  I  shall,  under 
the  circumstances,  make  an  order  in  the  same  terms  as  the 
order  in  Scott  v.  The  Bank  of  England. 


Feb.  16th.  Bainbriooe  and  Others  v.  Blair  and  Others. 

JfAfiLr ^  Mr.  fFRIGHT,  for  the  plaintiffs,  moved  for  leave  to 
▼cnt  Act,  7  Geo.  substitute  the  name  of  Mr.  Sturgis,  the  present  provisional 
wUcb  enacts, '  assignee  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Court,  as  a  defendant 
M^in^eV^  in  this  cause,  in  lieu  of  the  name  of  Henry  Dance,  Esq., 
dJeorberemov-  the  late  provisional  assiimee. 

ed,  or  a  new  a«-  *  ^ 

signee  shall  be  Hc  grounded  hb  application  on  the  S6th  section  of  the 
acdon^or  suit      ^^^  (^)»  ^^^  referred,  as  an  authority  for  the  purpose,  to  a 

shall  be  abated, 
but  the  Court, 

on  suggestion  of  such  death  or  removal  and  new  appointment,  may  allow  the  name  or  names 
of  the  sunriYing  or  new  assignee  or  assignees  to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  former,  applies 
only  to  cases  in  which  the  assignee  is  the  plaindff,  and  not  where  he  is  a  defendant,  and  does  not 
authonze  the  substitution  of  the  name  of  the  new  provisional  assignee  in  lieu  of  the  former  provi- 
sional asttgnee  of  the  Court. 


(a)  7  Geo.  4,  c.  67,  s.  26,  «  And 
be  it  further  enacted,  that  when- 
ever any  such  assignee  or  assignees 
shall  die  or  be  reuioved»  and  a  new 
assignee  or  assignees  shall  be  ap- 
pointed in  pursuance  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act,  no  action  at  law 
or  suit  in  equity  shall  be  thereby 
abated;  but  the  Court  in  which 
any  action  or  suit  is  depending 
may,  upon  the  suggestion  of  such 


death  or  removal,  and  new  ap- 
pointment, allow  the  name  or 
names  of  the  surviving  or  new  as^ 
signee  or  assignees  to  be  substi- 
tuted in  the  place  of  the  former; 
and  such  action  or  suit  shall  be 
prosecuted  in  the  name  or  names 
of  the  sud  surviving  or  new  as- 
signee or  assignees,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  he  or  they  had  orig- 
inally commenced  the  same/* 
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Blaik. 


late  case  of  Gilchrist  v.  Ponien  (a),  in  which  a  similar  order 
had  been  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor. 

Lord  Lyndhurst^  L.  C.  B. — The  section  appears  to   /^ig.^,^^^ 
me  to  apply  only  to  the  case  of  the  provisional  assignee  be-  ,^ 

ing  the  plaintiff^  and  not  where  he  is  a  defendant;  ^^^"^"^^^  f/^' 
language  used  throughout  applies  to  the  commencing  and'^'^^^i'^ 
prosecuting,  and  not  defending  of  any  suit. 


/ 


*#*,  ^t^-^/&^.^^y^ 


r /ger-^^^^      >^^ 


Mr.  Haytety  amicus  curite, — In  a  late  case  the  Vice 
Chancellor  considered  the  section  to  apply  to  the  case  of 
the  provisional  assignee  being  either  plaintiff  or  defendant. 
But  the  Lord  Chancellor  has  lately  decided  that  the  clause 
in  the  bankrupt  act  (A),  which  is  precisely  in  the  same 


(a)  The  follomng  is  a  copy  of 
the  order  referred  to — 
Vice-ChaDcellor— Friciffyyldth  Jo- 

nuanfy  1832. 
Between  Jamu  GUckrist  and  Mu 
chael  Oppenhatn,  plaintiffs ;  John 
Ponten^  Andrew  Rotlo,  and 
Henry  Dance,  defendants. 
This  cause  coming  on  this  pre- 
sent day  to  be  heard  before  this 
Court,  in  the  presence  of  counsel 
on  both  sides;  and  it  being  sug- 
gested to  the  Court  that  Henry 
Dance  was  made  a  party  to  this 
suit  as  the  provisional  assignee  of 
the  insolvent  debtors  in  England, 
and  has  since  been  removed  from 
his  said  office,  and  that  Samuel 
Sturgis  has  been  appointed  such 
provisional  assignee  in  the  place 
and  stead  of  the  said  Henry  Dance 
— this  Court  doth  order  that  the 
name  of  the  said  Samuel  Sturgis  be 
substituted  for  the  name  of  the 
said  Henry  Dance,  in  all  future 
proceedings  in  this  causci  pursu- 
ant to  the  statute  in  that  case  made 


and  provided.  And  it  is  ordered, 
that  the  said  Samuel  SturgU  be 
duly  served  with  a  copy  of  this 
order.  And  it  is  ordered,  that 
this  cause  do  stand  over  until  the 
said  Samuel  Sturgis  has  been  so 
served. 

{b)  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  7—"  And 
be  it  enacted,  That,  whenever  an 
assignee  shall  die,  or  a  new  as- 
signee or  asrignees  shall  be  chosen 
as  aforesttd,  no  action  at  law  or 
suit  in  equity  shall  be  thereby 
abated,  but  the  Court  in  which  any 
action  or  suit  is  depending  may, 
upon  the  suggestion  of  such  death 
or  removal  and  new  choice,  allow 
the  name  of  the  surviving  or  new 
assignee  or  assignees  to  be  substi- 
tuted in  the  place  of  the  former; 
and  such  action  or  suit  shall  be 
prosecuted  in  the  name  or  names 
of  the  said  surviving  or  new  as- 
signee  or  assignees,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  he  or  they  had  orig* 
inally  commenced  the  same." 
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words,  applies  only  to  cases  in  which  the  assignee  is  phun* 

tiff(a). 

The  motion  was  refused. 

(a)  On  inquiry  tills  appears  to  Lord  LymMun/,  when  Lord  Chan- 
have  been  a  mistake^  no  such  point  cellor,  his  Lordship  on  that  occa- 
haring  been  decided  by  the  pre-  sion  expressed  the  same  opinion 
sent  Lord  Qiancdlor.    But  the  as  in  the  prcicat  case. 
question  having  occurred  before 


MEMORANDUM. 

In  Trimty  vacation,  Phillip  Williams,  Henry  William 
Tancredj  Frattds  Ludlow  HoUf  and  Charles  BmUer^ 
Esquires,  were  appointed  his  Majesty's  Counsel  learned 
in  the  law. 
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REGUKS  GENERALES. 


The  following  Orders  regulating  the  Practice  of  the  Court 
with  respect  to  Coste  in  certain  cases,  have  lately  been 
made. 

Where4S  it  is  expedient  that  the  present  practice  of 
the  Court,  with  reference  to  costs  in  the  cases  aftermen- 
tioned,  should  be  altered :  It  is  therefore  hereby  ordered — 

I.  That,  if  a  party  give  notice  of  motion,  and  does  not 
move  accordingly,  he  shall,  when  no  affidavit  is  filed,  pay 
to  the  other  side  forty  shillings  costs  upon  the  production 
of  the  notice  of  motion.  But,  when  an  affidavit  (a)  is  filed 
by  either  party,  the  party  giving  such  notice  of  motion,  and 
not  moving,  shall  pay  to  the  other  side  costs  to  be  taxed 
by  the  Master,  unless  the  Court  itself  shall  direct,  upon 
the  production  of  the  notice  of  motion,  what  sum  shall  be 
paid  for  costs ;  and  the  motion  of  which  notice  has  been 
so  given,  shall  not  be  renewed  till  the  costs  of  the  former 
motion  be  paid. 

JI.  That,  in  all  cases  where  stated  costs  are  payable,  on 
taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  cause,  the  costs  necessarily  and 
properly  incurred  by  the  proceeding  shall  be  allowed,  de- 
ducting therefrom  the  stated  costs  which  may  have  been 
paid,  according  to  the  course  of  the  Court. 

III.  That,  in  all  cases  where  the  subpoena  for  costs  is- 
sues, such  subpoena  shall  direct  the  costs  to  be  paid  to  the 

{a)  This,  of  course,  does  DOt  apply  to  a  mere  affidavit  of  service  of 
tlie  notice  of  motion. 
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1882.        parties,  or  to  the  bearer  of  the  writ ;  and  it  shall  not  be 
Reouljb       necessary  for  the  person  serving  the  subpcena,  and  making 
GENERALES.    the  deoiand  of  payment,  to  be  authorized  by  power  of  at- 
torney to  make  such  demand. 

That  all  the  foregoing  orders  shall  take  effect,  in  all 
cases  that  may  occur,  from  and  after  the  first  day  of 
next  Easter  Term. 

February  S8M,  183^. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 


Robert  Jackson,  and  the  Right  Honorable  WilliaMi         1831- 

Earl  of  Lonsdale  ;  Plaintiffs.  "^^1832.  ^^' 

Jonathan  Douglas  and  Isaac  Harden;  Defendants.  June 9, 

JdY  an  act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the  year  1813,  in-  Amodusofio«, 
titled  "An  Act  for  inclosing  lands  in  the  Township  of  able toa"im-^" 
Brigham,  in  the  Manor  of  Five  Towns  with  Eagles/ield,  f^^^^^^^y^^^^^^ 
in  the  County  of  Cumberland"  after  reciting  {inter  alia)  tithes  of  a  farm, 
that  the  Right  Honorable  William^  Earl  of  Lonsdale ,  was  were  appurte- 
the  lay  rector,  or  impropriator,  of  the  parish  of  Brigham,  "ommtf  hifwo 
and  as  such  entitled  to  the  great  and  small  tithes,  or  pre-  "fy*™!  'o^n- 
scnptions  m  lieu  thereof,  and  to  other  ecclesiastical  dues  Under  an  incio- 
within  the  township,  and  that  Humphrey  Senhouse  and  wh?ch*ihc*im- 
divers  other  persons  were,  or  claimed  to  be,  entitled  to  propnator  was  a 

'^  ^  party,  the  com- 

rights  of  common  upon  the  said  commons  or  waste  grounds,  mon  lands  in 
in  respect  of  certain  messuages,  tenements,  lands,  or  other  b,  werelncios- 
hereditaments  within  the  township.     It  was  thereby  en-  ^en"t^^ad?"to 
acted,   among    other  things,  that  the  said  commons  or  theimpropri- 
waste  grounds  in  the  said  township  of  Briglutm  should  be  ail  tithes,  mo- 
divided,  allotted,  and  inclosed,  and  that  John  Huddkston,  t^;^;^^: 
therein  named,  should  be  the  commissioner  for  such  pur-  tom«fy  pay- 

*    ^       ments.     The 

pose.     And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  the  said  act  directed,  that 

commissioner  should  set  out,  allot,  and  appoint,  unto  and  ments  shouid^iie 

for  the  impropriate  owner  of  the  said  tithes  for  the  time  "'^^riitor^^alr^ 

being,  for  ever,  so  much  of  the  said  commons  or  waste  tithes,  moduses, 

grounds,  within  or  belonging   to  the  said   township,  as  and  customary 

should,   in  the  judgment  of  the   said   commissioner,   be  SJ^^d°cease 

deemed  equivalent  to,  and  full  recompense  and  satisfac-  *°^  ***  f°5  ®7*' 

*  ^      *  ^  extingmshed. 

tion  for,  all  tithes  of  corn  and  grain,  due,  owing,  or  be-  Byacontem- 

,.^  ,.  ..  r  '3     n  •  poraneotts  act, 

longing  to  such  impropriator  as  aforesaid,  for  or  in  re-  to  which  the 

impropriator 
was  not  a  party, 
the  common  lands  in  the  township  of  C.  were  also  inclosed : — Held,  that,  the  impropriator  being 
only  entitled  to  a  modus  in  respect  of  the  farm  and  the  commons  appurtenant,  and  the  modus 
having  been  extinguished  under  the  provisions  of  the  first-mentioned  act,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
tithes  of  the  allotments  made  in  respect  of  the  farm  under  the  other  act. 

VOL.  r.  E  E 
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1832.  spect  of  the  several  old  inclosures  within  the  said  town- 
Jackson  *^'P  ^^  Brighamj  computing  the  value  of  such  tithes  at 
^    ^^  the  clear  yearly  sum  of  155/.;  and  should  also  set  out, 

Douglas.         n  .  . 

alloti  and  appoint,  unto  and  for  the  said  impropriator,  so 

much  of  the  said  common  and  waste  grounds  belonging  to 
the  said  township  of  Brigham  as  should,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  said  commissioner,  be  deemed  equivalent  to,  and 
a  full  recompense  and  full  satisfaction  for,  all  small  tithes, 
moduses,  prescriptions,  and  other  ecclesiastical  dues, 
{Easter  offerings,  mortuaries,  and  surplice  fees  only  ex* 
cepted,)  due  and  payable  to  the  said  impropriator  as 
aforesaid,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  old  inclosures,  and 
other  the  ancient  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  then 
already  inclosed  within  the  said  township,  and  entitled  to 
right  of  common  in  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds, 
and  which  were  then  subject  and  liable  to  the  payment  of 
such  small  tithes  in  kind,  or  of  any  such  moduses,  pre- 
scriptions, or  ecclesiastical  dues,  as  aforesaid;  and  that 
the  said  commissioner  should  also  cause  the  said  allot- 
ments to  be  well  and  sufficiently  ring-fenced,  in  such  man- 
ner as  he  should  direct ;  and  it  was  provided,  that  the  said 
several  allotments  so  to  be  given  in  exchange  for  the 
tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions,  and  other  ecclesiastical 
dues,  except  as  before  excepted,  payable  in  respect  of  the 
said  ancient  inclosures,  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements, 
and  the  expense  of  ring-fencing  such  allotments,  should 
be  deducted  from  the  several  shares  of  common  to  which 
the  said  premises  respectively  would  be  entitled,  in  pro- 
portion to  the  value  of  the  tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions, 
and  other  ecclesiastical  dues  to  which  such  premises  were 
respectively  liable  and  subject.  And  it  was  further  en- 
acted, that  the  said  commissioner  should  also  set  out,  al- 
lot, and  appoint,  to  and  for  the  said  impropriate  owner  of 
the  said  tithes,  and  the  future  impropriate  owners  of  the 
said  tithes  for  the  time  being,  for  ever,  so  much  and  such 
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other  part  of  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds  as  1^^* 
should^  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  commissioner,  be  equal  jacuon 
to  one-eighth  part  of  such  portions  of  such  commons 
and  waste  grounds,  remaining  after  the  setting  out  of 
the  public  highways,  watering-places,  quarries,  sand  and 
grayel  pits,  and  other  allotments,  therein  mentioned,  as 
should  be  set  out  and  allotted  to  the  said  lord  of  the  said 
manor,  and  to  the  several  proprietors  and  other  persons 
entitled  thereto  in  respect  of  their  ancient  inclosures 
liable  to  render  a  payment  of  tithes  in  kind,  as  and  for  a 
full  recompense  and  satisfaction  for  all  tithes  and  other 
ecclesiastical  dues  {Easier  offerings,  mortuaries,  and  sur- 
plice fees  only  excepted)  which  could  or  might  thenceforth 
arise  out  of  or  from  the  several  allotments  of  the  said 
commons  and  waste  grounds  within  the  said  township  of 
Brigham,  to  be  made  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor, 
and  the  said  proprietors  or  persons  entitled  thereto,  and 
who  would  have  been  liable  to  the  payment  of  tithes  in 
kind  in  respect  thereof;  and  it  was  provided,  that  all 
the  outermost  or  ring-fences,  which  should  inclose  the  al- 
lotments to  be  set  out  unto  and  for  the  said  impropriator 
for  the  time  being,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  and  ecclesiastical 
dues  of  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds  thereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  be  inclosed,  but  not  of  the  old 
inclosures,  and  as  should  not  be  liable  or  directed  to  be 
repaired  by  the  owners  of  the  lands  adjoining  thereto, 
should  by  the  said  commissioner  be  first  made  well  and 
sufficiently,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  the  said  commissioner 
should  direct;  the  charges  and  expenses  whereof  should  be 
raised  and  paid  in  the  same  manner  as  the  public  charges 
and  expenses  of  inclosing  the  said  commons  and  waste 
grounds  were  thereby  directed  to  be  raised  and  paid ;  but 
that  all  the  said  fences  should,  after  the  first  making  and 
erecting  thereof,  at  all  times  for  ever  thereafter,  be  main- 
tained, repaired,  preserved,  and  kept  in  good  and  suffi- 
cient repair,  by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  said  impropri- 

E  e2 
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1832.        ator  for  the  time  being.    And  it  was  further  enacted,  that 
.  all  tithes,    moduses,  prescriptions,  and  compositions  for 

V'  tithes,  and  all  other  ecclesiastical  dues  and  payments  what- 

soever (mortuaries.  Eerier  offerings,  and  surplice  fees  only 
excepted)  as  well  for  or  in  respect  of  the  several  old  in- 
closures,  and  other  the  ancient  messuages,  lands,  and  te- 
nements within  the  said  township  of  Brigham^  as  also  for 
or  in  respect  of  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds  there- 
by directed  to  be  divided  and  inclosed,  should,  on  the  Snd 
of  February  next  after  the  several  allotments  to  be  made 
in  lieu  of  such  tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions,  compositions, 
and  other  ecclesiastical  dues  and  payments,  should  have 
been  set  out  and  ring-fenced,  as  thereinbefore  directed, 
cease  and  be  for  ever  extinguished,  and  be  no  longer  paid 
or  payable. 

By  a  contemporaneous  act,  intitled  ''An  Act  for  inclos- 
ing Lands  in  the  Borough  and  Township  of  Cociermouih, 
in  the  County  of  Cumberland"  after  reciting,  among  other 
things,  that  the  said  Humphrey  Senhouse^  and  divers  other 
persons,  were,  or  claimed  to  be,  entitled  to  right  of  common 
upon  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds,  or  some  part  or 
parts  thereof,  in  respect  of  certain  messuages,  tenements, 
lands,  and  hereditaments,  it  was  thereby  enacted,  (among 
other  things),  that  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds 
should  be  divided,  allotted,  and  inclosed,  in  manner  there- 
in mentioned;  and  that  the  said  John Huddleston  andiZi- 
chard  Atkinson^  therein  named,  should  be  the  commis- 
sioners for  dividing,  allotting,  and  inclosing  the  same. 

Humphrey  Senhotisef  at  the  passing  of  the  acts,  was 
seised  in  fee  of  an  estate  called  the  FUm  Estate,  situate  in 
the  township  of  Brigham.  The  Fitx  Estate  had  appur- 
tenant to  it  a  right  of  common,  not  only  on  the  commons  or 
waste  grounds  in  the  township  of  Brigham,  but  also,  as  it 
was  alleged,  on  the  commons  or  waste  grounds  of  the 
township  of  Cockermouth. 

A  modus  of  ]  Os,  was  payable  to  the  rector  of  the  parish  of 
Brigham  for  the  time  being,  for  and  in  lieu  of,  and  as  a  full 
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liatisfkction  for,  all  and  singular  the  tithes,  both  great  and         1832. 
small,  of  the  said  Fitx  Estate  and  its  appurtenances.  j^^son 

Henry  Senhouse  sent  in  to  John  Huddleston^  the  sole  v. 

commissioner  for  dividing  and  allotting  the  common  lands 
in  Brigham,  a  claim  in  writing,  dated  the  14th  day  of 
July,  1813,  to  the  following  effect:— "To  Mr.  John 
Huddleston,  the  cojnmissioner  appointed  by  Act  of  Par^ 
liament  for  inclosing  lands  in  the  township  of  Brigham, 
in  the  manor  of  Five  Towns  with  Eaglesfield,  in  the 
county  of  Cumberland.  I,  Humphrey  Senhouse,  Esq.,  do 
hereby  claim  to  be  entitled  to  a  right  of  common  in  and 
upon  the  commons  and  waste  grounds  intended  to  be  in- 
closed by  the  said  act,  in  respect  of  a  freehold  and  tithe- 
free  messuage  and  tenement,  and  several  closes  or  parcels 
of  ground,  situate  at  Fitx,  in  the  township  of  Brigham 
aforesaid,  in  the  occupation  of  myself  and  of  Henry  Ro^ 
binson,  William  Sewell,  John  Grave,  Joseph  Scott,  John 

Brown,  J Taylor,  Richard  Smith,  Joseph  Allason, 

and  Joseph  Bell,  as  my  tenants  or  farmers,  containing  to* 
gether,  by  estimation, sixty-five  acres,  or  thereabouts;  and 
also  in  respect  of  certain  other  freehold  and  tithe-free  mes- 
suages, water  corn -mill,  and  lands,  situate  at  jPito  aforesaid, 
in  the  said  township  oi  Brigham,  containing,  by  estimation, 
sixteen  acres  of  land,  or  thereabouts,  in  the  occupation  of 
Messrs.  Stoddart,  as  farmers  thereof;  I  also  claim  that 
my  allotments  in  respect  of  my  said  messuages,  tenements, 
water  corn-mill,  and  lands,  shall  be  exempt  from  the  pay- 
ment of  all  and  all  manner  of  tithes,  and  from  all  and  every 
deduction  or  abatement  to  make  up  any  allotment,  which 
you,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  are  authorized  to  make  to 
the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as  lay  rector  or  impropriator  of  the 
said  township,  either  in  respect  of  the  tithes  of  the  old 
inclosures,  or  of  the  tithes  of  the  commons  now  to  be 
inclosed,  except  for  my  proportion  of  the  sum  of  10^., 
which  I  pay  yearly  to  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as  a  pre- 
scription, in  lieu  of  all  and  all  manner  of  tithes  arising 
from  my  said  messuages,  tenements,  and  lands;   I  also 
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1832.        claim^  for  the  reason  aforesaid,  that  my  said  anotment  or 
Jacuon       allotments  shall  be  exempt  from  contribiiting  any  part, 
*•  share,  or  proportion^  of  the  expenses  which  will  be  incurred 

in  ring-fencing  the  allotments  to  be  made  to  the  Earl  of 
Lonsdale f  as  such  lay  rector  as  aforesaid ;  I  also  claim  an 
allotment  in  respect  of  certain  other  freehold  lands,  si- 
tuate in  the  township  of  Brigham,  containing,  by  estima- 
tion, twenty- three  acres,  or  thereabouts,  in  the  occupation 
of  myself,  and  of  Joseph  Harrison  and  John  Grave^  as  my 
tenants  or  farmers.    Dated  the  14th  of  July,  1813. 

*'  Humphrey  Senhouse.*' 

John  Hmldlesion,  in  pursuance  of  the  first-mentioned 
act,  made  his  award  in  1819;  and  he  allowed  the  said 
Humphrey  Senhouse's  claim  to  its  full  extent,  without 
any  objection  having  been  made  thereto,  either  by  the 
Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as  the  impropriate  rector,  or  by  any 
other  person  interested  in  the  division  and  allotment  of 
the  commons  and  waste  grounds  in  the  township  of 
Brigham;  and  the  said  John  Huddleston,  in  and  by  his 
award,  allotted  to  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as  such  rec- 
tor as  aforesaid,  a  certain  plot  or  parcel  of  land,  marked 
6S,  in  the  map  or  plan  to  the  said  award  annexed,  con- 
taining one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres,  one  rood,  and 
three  perches,  as  a  full  recompense  and  satisfaction  for  all 
tithes  of  com  and  grain,  due  and  owing  and  belonging  to 
him  the  said  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as  the  impropriate  owner 
of  the  aforesaid  tithes,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  several 
old  inclosures  within  the  township  of  Brigham,  having 
computed  the  value  of  such  tithes  at  the  clear  yearly  sum 
of  155/*,  as  he  was  directed  by  the  act;  and  the  said 
commissioner  also  further  awarded,  allotted,  and  appoint- 
ed, unto  and  for  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  one  plot  or  parcel  of  land,  in  the  said  map  or 
plan  marked  No,  62,  containing  ten  acres  and  thirty-two 
perches,  and  in  the  schedule  of  allotments  annexed  to  the 
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said  award  more  particularly  mentioned  and  described^         ^^3St. 
being,  in  his,  the  said  commissioner's,  judgment,  equi*       jackbom 
valent  to  a  full  recompense  and  satisfaction  for  all  small  «• 

tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions,  and  other  ecclesiastical 
dues  {Easter  offerings,  mortuaries,  and  surplice  fees  only 
excepted)  due  and  payable  to  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as 
impropriator  as  aforesaid,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said 
old  inclosures,  and  other  the  ancient  messuages,  lands,  and 
tenements  already  inclosed  within  tlie  said  township,  and 
entitled  to  right  of  common  in  the  said  commons  and  waste 
grounds,  and  which  were  then,  or  theretofore  were,  liable 
to  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  such  small  tithes  in  kind, 
or  of  any  such  moduses,  prescriptions,  or  ecclesiastical 
dues  as  aforesaid.  And  the  said  John  Huddlesion  there- 
by stated,  that  he  had  caused  the  said  allotments  so  set 
out,  allotted,  and  appointed  to  and  for  tbe  said  Earl  of 
Lonsdale,  as  aforesaid,  to  be  well  and  sufficiently  ring- 
fenced,  as  in  and  by  the  act  he  was  directed.  And  the  said 
John  Huddlesion  did  also  further  award,  set  out,  allot, 
and  appoint,  to  and  for  the  said  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  one  other  plot  or  parcel  of  land,  in  the 
map  or  plan  marked  No.  6S,  containing  fifty-eight  acres 
and  thirty-two  perches,  and  in  the  said  schedule  of  allot- 
ment more  particularly  mentioned  and  described,  being, 
in  his  judgment,  equal  to  one-eighth  part  of  the  said 
commons  and  waste  grounds,  as  and  for  a  Aill  recom- 
pense and  satisfaction  for  all  tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions, 
and  other  ecclesiastical  dues  {Easter  offerings,  mortuaries, 
and  surplice  fees  only  excepted)  which  could  or  might, 
after  the  execution  of  the  said  award,  accrue  out  of  or 
from  the  several  allotments  of  the  said  commons  and  waste 
grounds  within  the  said  township  of  Brigham,  thereby 
made  to  the  Earl  of  Egremont,  the  lord  of  the  said  ma- 
nor of  Five  Toums  with  Eaglesfield,  and  the  several  other 
proprietors  or  persons  entitled  thereto,  and  in  the  sche- 
dule of  allotments  annexed  to  the  said  award  mentioned. 
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1832.        and  who  woukl  have  been  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
,    ^  tithes  in  respect  thereof. 

Jackson  '^ 

V.  The  said  John  Huddleston  by  his  award  also  allotted  to 

Humphrey  Senhouse,  in  lieu  of  his  said  right  of  common 
appurtenant  to  the  said  Fitz  EsiaiCy  upon  the  commons 
and  waste  grounds  in  the  township  of  Brigbam,  twenty- 
eight  acres,  three  roods,  twenty-four  perches. 

Humphrey  Senhouse  also  made  a  claim  before  the  said 
John  Huddleston  and  Richard  Atkinson^  as  commissioners 
under  the  Cockermouth  Act,  for  an  allotment  in  lieu  of 
his  right  of  common  in  respect  of  the  said  Fttz  Estate^ 
on  the  common  and  waste  grounds  in  the  township  of 
Cockermouth. 

This  claim,  being  disputed^  was  tried  in  a  feigned  issue, 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act,  and  a  verdict  was 
found,  on  the  trial  of  such  issue,  for  the  said  Humphrey 
Senhouse^  thereby  establishing  his  title  to  a  right  of  com- 
mon, in  respect  of  the  Fitz  Estate,  upon  the  commons 
and  waste  lands  in  the  township  of  Cockermouth. 

In  pursuance  of  the  verdict,  John  Huddleston  and  Ri^ 
chard  Atkinson,  as  the  commissioners  under  the  secondly 
*  mentioned  act,  allotted  to  Humphrey  Senhouse,  in  lieu  of 
his  right  of  common  upon  the  commons  and  waste  grounds 
in  the  township  of  Cockermouth,  as  appurtenant  to  the 
Fitz  Estate,  an  allotment  of  fifty-six  acres,  three  roods, 
and  thirty  perches. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  as  impro- 
priate rector,  and  Robert  Jackson,  as  his  lessee,  and  as 
such  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  all  tithes,  great  and  small, 
within  the  rectory  or  parish  of  Brigham,  against  the  de- 
fendants, as  occupiers  of  lands  belonging  to  Humphrey 
Senhouse,  in  the  township  of  Cockermouth,  within  the 
parish  of  Brigham;  and  which  lands  the  bill  stated  to 
have  been  formerly  part  and  parcel  of  a  waste  or  common 
called  Cockermouth  Common,  which  had  been  some  years 
suice  inclosed,  and  allotments  made  to  the  persons  claim* 
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ing  riglits  of  common ;  but  to  which  Act  the  plaintiff^  the  1832. 
£arl  of  Lonsdale f  who  was  at  that  time  the  impropriate 
rector,  was  no  party;  for  an  account  and  satisfaction  of  the 
tithes  of  com,  grain,  hay,  and  agistment,  from  the  year 
1828.  The  bill  denied  the  existence  of  any  modus  for  the 
Fttz  Estate^  and  charged,  that  if  any  modus  existed,  it  was 
payable  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  arising  upon  the  premises  at 
Fttz  only,  and  not  in  respect  of  tithes  arising  upon  the 
common.  That  the  premises  at  Fiiz  were  not  situate  in 
Cockermouthf  but  in  the  township  of  Brigham;  and  that 
the  owners  of  the  premises  at  Fitx  were,  in  right  of  such 
premises,  entitled  to  commonable  rights  over  certain  wastes 
in  the  township  of  Brigham  ^  and  that  upon  the  inclosure 
of  such  last-mentioned  wastes,  certain  allotipents  were 
made  thereout  in  lieu  of  such  rights  of  common;  and  that 
the  wastes  in  the  township  of  Cockermouth  were  totally 
distinct  from  those  in  the  township  of  Brigham ;  and  that 
the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  premises  at  Fiiz  never  ex- 
ercised any  rights  of  common  over  the  wastes  in  the  town- 
ship of  Cockermouth.  That  the  wastes  in  both  townships 
lied  contiguous  to  each  other,  and  were  not  separated  by 
fences  or  otherwise,  although  the  boundaries  of  each  were  ^ 
well  known  and  ascertained;  and  that  the  township  of 
Cocke^'mouth  was  a  distinct  chapelry,  and  did  not  contri- 
bute to  the  repairs  of  the  parish  church  of  Brigham^  which 
the  other  townships  did. 

The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  the  plain- 
tiff, the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  to  be,  and  to  have  been  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  two  Acts  of  Parliament, 
seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  impropriate  rectory  of  the  pa- 
rish of  Brigham.  The  defendants,  after  stating  the  in- 
closure acts,  and  the  proceedings  under  them,  contended, 
that  the  allotment  of  ten  acres  and  thirty-five  perches 
was  made  to  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale  under  the  Brigham 
Act  as  such  rector  as  aforesaid,  as  an  equivalent  and 
full  satisfaction  for  all  small  tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions. 
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1832.        and  other  ecclesiastical  dues  {EcLsier  offeringSi  mortuarieSi 

Jackson"      ^^^  surplice  fees  only  excepted)^  and*  among  other  mo- 

V*  duses^  for  the  modus  of  10«.,  payable  for  the  said  FUm  Em* 

Douglas*  _  ,  ^ 

iate  and  its  appurtenances^  for  and  in  respect  of  Ae  old  in- 
closures  and  other  the  ancient  messuagesi  lands,  and  tene- 
ments alreadyi  at  the  time  when  the  fr^^m  Act  was  pass- 
ed, inclosed  within  the  township  of  Brigham,  and  entitled 
to  right  of  common  in  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds 
in  the  last-mentioned  township,  and  which  at  the  time  of 
passing  the  Brigkam  Act  were  liable  and  subject  to  the 
payment  of  small  tithes  in  kind,  or  of  any  such  moduses, 
prescriptions,  or  ecclesiastical  dues  as  were  mentioned  in 
the  Brigham  Act;  and,  that  the  said  allotment  of  ten  acres 
and  thirty-two  perches  having  been  made  to  the  impro* 
priate  rector,  the  modus  of  lOt.  theretc^re  payable  for 
the  FitM  Estate  and  its  appurtenances,  ceased  under  and 
by  Tirtue  of  the  act  to  be  payable,  and  the  same  had  ac* 
oordingly  never  been  paid  since  the  making  of  the  award. 
They  also  insisted  that  the  allotment  made  to  Humphrey 
Senhouse,  under  the  Brigham  Act,  was  made  with  refer- 
ence to  the  circumstance,  that,  previously  to  the  passing  of 
that  act,  all  the  tithes  of  the  right  of  common  appur- 
tenant to  the  said  Fiix  Estate  were  covered  by  the  said 
modus  of  10«.>*  and  they  insisted  that  the  extinguish- 
ment of  the  modus  by  the  allotment  of  ten  acres  and  thirty- 
two  perches,  being  made  to  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale  in  lieu 
thereof  (amongst  other  moduses  as  aforesaid),  was  an  ex- 
tinguishment thereof,  not  only  as  to  the  said  old  inclosures 
called  the  Fita  Estate^  but  of  all  the  tithes  both  great  and 
small  of  all  allotments  made  and  to  be  made  in  lieu  of  all 
right  of  common  appurtenant  to  the  said  Fittf  Estate ^  with* 
in  the  said  parish  of  Brigham,  not  only  within  the  said 
township  of  Brigham,  but  also  within  the  said  township  of 
Coekermouth. 

They  also  submitted  and  insisted  that  the  modus  of  \0s. 
having  been  payable  and  paid  until  the  extinguishment  there* 
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of,  in  lieu  of  all  the  titfa^  of  the  Mid  tUn  Esiaie  and  its  ap-  lB32i 
purtenaneeBi  coYered  ibe  right  of  ooniHionuixMi  the  commons 
and  wastegroundflin  the  township  otCoekemumikf  appurte- 
nant to  the  FitM  Esiaie,  and  all  the  tithes  thereof;  and  that 
the  Earl  of  Lansdaie  having  received  the  full  value  of  the 
modus  in  land,  and  the  modus  having  become  altogether  ex- 
tinguished, or  having  ceased  to  be  payable  under  the  Srig" 
ham  Act,  the  allotment  of  fifty*six  acres,  three  roods,  and 
thirty  perches,  was  free  from  the  payment  of  all  tithes, 
both  great  and  small ;  and  that  the  defendants,  who  occu- 
pied the  greater  part  thereof,  were  not  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  any  tithes  whatever  on  account  thereof.  They 
denied  that  the  plaintiffs  or  either  of  them  since  the  pass^ 
ing  of  the  acts  of  Pariiament,  had  been  entitled  to  tithes 
of  any  tithable  matters  within  the  said  township,  so  finr  as 
the  lands  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendants  were  con- 
cerned, or  any  compensation  or  oompOBitioto  for  the  same; 
but,  so  far  as  regarded  the  tithable  places  within  Che  said 
township,  except  as  aforesaid,  they  believed  that  the  Earl 
of  Lonadtde,  or  his  lessee,  was  entitled  to  take  the  tithes 
thereof,  both  great  and  small,  or  some  of  them. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides. 

The  plaintiffib  proved  by  the  evidence  of  several  wit* 
nesses,  that  there  was  no  fence  or  barrier  to  mark  the 
boundaries  of  the  commons  of  Brigham  and  Cockermouih, 
but  that  they  lay  open  to  each  other.  The  plaintiffs 
also  proved,  that  Cockermauik  was  a  distinct  chapelry 
within  itself,  not  contributing  to  tbie  repair  of  the  mother 
church  at  Brigham^  and  that  several  of  the  other  townships 
did  contribute  thereto. 

The  defendants  proved,  by  collectors*  books,  the  receipt 
of  the  10s.  as  a  modus  for  the  Fiiz  Esiaie,  from  the  year 
1755  down  to  the  year  181S.  They  also  proved  by  several 
witnesses  the  non-payment  of  tithes  in  and  for  the  Fiix 
Esiaie.  They  likewise  proved  the  awards  and  the  pro- 
ceedings under  the  Jnclosure  Acts,  the  identity  of  the  lands 
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1832.        occupied  by  tbe  defendants  with  those  allotted  to  Hum- 

Jackson      P^^^V  Senhouse^  under  tbe  Cockermouth  Act,  and  the  anti- 

o.  quity  and  boundaries  of  the  Fitz  Estate.     Some  witnesses 

also  proved  the  exercise  of  rights  of  common  over  the 

Cockermouth  lands  by  the  owners  of  the  Fitz  Estate. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Spence^  for  the  plaintiffs^  re- 
lied on  the  primd  facie  title  of  the  rector. 

Mr.  Jervis.  and  Mr.  Wray^  for  the  defendants. — It  is 
proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  owners  of 
the  Fitz,  Estate  had  a  right  of  common  in  the  wastes  of 
Cockermouth  as  appurtenant  to  that  estate,  and  not  par 
cause  de  vicinage,  and  that  the  allotment  to  the  rector  was 
made  in  lieu  of  the  modus.  A  modus  for  a  farm  must  be 
for  the  whole  farm — the  farm  with  its  appurtenances ;  and 
the  right  of  common  in  the  wastes  of  Cockermouth  was  one 
of  the  appurtenances  to  the  farm.  A  modus  covering  a 
farm  will  extend  to  all  allotments  made  in  respect  of  that 
iaxm.^-Stockwell  v.  Terry  (a),  Moncaster  v.  Watson  (Jb), 
The  Bishop  of  Carlisle  v.  Blain  (c),  Lord  Gwydir  v. 
Foakes  (d),  and  Steele  v.  Mann  (e),  were  cited  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  plaintiffs. — There  is  no  distinct 
proof  of  the  modus,  or  of  the  boundaries  of  the  estate.  In 
The  Bishop  6f  Carlisle  y,  Blain  the  modus  was  clearly  prov- 
ed. All  the  cases  proceed  upon  the  principle,  that  it  must 
be  proved  that  the  common  is  appurtenant  to  the  farm.  In 
Lambert  v.  Cumming  (/),  it  was  proved,  that  the  commons 
were  part  of  the  possessions  of  the  monastery  as  well  as  the 


(a)  1  Ves.  1 15 ;  2  £.  &  Y.  1 16.  (e)  5  Barnew.  &  Aid.  22 ;  3  E.  & 

(b)  3  Burr.  1375 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  197.  Y.  1063. 

(c)  1  Yo.  &  J.  123.  (/)  Bunb.  138 ;  2  Wood,  316 ; 

(d)  7  T.  R.G4i ;  2  E  &  Y.470.  I  E.  &  Y.  790. 
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estatei  and  that  both  were  exempt.     In  StockweU  v.  Terry ,        1832. 
the  decree  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  it  was  proved  that      jacksom 

the  modus  covered  the  common*  In  Lord  Gwydir  v.  Foakes*      _    ^' 

^  ^  ^         D000LA8. 

the  question  was^  whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  pass  the  tithes,  the  words  being  sufficiently  comprehensive 
for  that  purpose.  The  claim  of  Humphrey  Senhouse  was  in 
respect  of  the  Fiix  Estate  only.  The  evidence  is  not  con- 
clusive that  there  was  a  modus;  and,  if  it  were,  still  the  rec- 
tor, by  accepting  the  allotments,  has  only  precluded  himself 
from  claiming  tithes  of  the  Fitz  Estate,  and  not  of  the  com- 
mons appurtenant  to  it.  It  is  not  proved  that  any  modus  was 
paid  for  the  tithes  arising  on  the  commons.  It  is  true  the 
commons,  as  commons,  would  not  produce  the  tithes  which 
inclosed  lands  would  do ;  but,  if  the  party  alter  the  nature  of 
the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement,  the  modus  ceases.  If 
there  be  a  modus  for  a  park,  and  the  park  be  disparked, 
the  modus  is  destroyed.  Skinner  y.  Smith  (a).  The  modus 
being  for  the  Fitx  Estate  and  its  rights  of  common,  and 
there  being  now  no  rights  of  common,  but  land  capable  of 
producing  different  tithable  matters  from  those  tithes  which 
were  produced  on  the  commons,  the  modus  is  gone.  The 
rector  of  Brigham  was  no  party  to  the  Cockermouth  In- 
closure  Act,  and  that  act  expressly  reserves  his  rights. 
The  plaintiffs  prove  that  there  is  no  fence  between  the  two 
commons;  the  cattle,  therefore,  might  have  strayed  from 
Brigham  to  Cockermouth*  It  is  not  proved  that  Humphrey 
Senhouse  had  any  lands  in  Cockermouth,  and  there  can  be 
no  right  of  common  for  cattle  levant  et  couchant  in  re- 
spect of  a  house  only.  Schoales  v.  Hargreaves  (6).  The 
issue  tried  as  to  the  title  of  Humphrey  Senhouse  to  rights 
of  common  in  Cockermouth,  leaves  the  nature  of  that  title 
doubtful,  and  the  rector  was  no  party  to  the  issue. 

Mr.  Jervis,  for  the  defendants. — The  professed  object  of 

(a)  1  Wood,  161 ;  1  Eagl.  &  Y.  510. 
(ft)  6  T.  R,  46. 
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1832.        the  Brigham  Act  was  to  extinguish  tithes  and  moduses,  as 

Jackbon       ^®'^  ^^  ^^^  ^'^  inclosures  as  of  the  inclosufes  to  be  made 

V*  under  that  act.    The  Cockermouik  Act  varied  from  the  for-* 

Douglas.  ,        .  .        ,     .  .  .  .  , 

mer»  by  givmg  the  unpropnator  an  option  to  come  m  under 
t  it»  but  which  he  has  not  done.    Mr.  Senhou$e*s  claim  under 

the  Brigham  Act  was  distinct  notice  to  Lord  Lonsdale 
of  the  modus  insisted  upon.  And,  if  the  estate  had  been 
liable  to  tithes  in  kind,  that  was  the  time  for  Liord  Lons- 
dale  to  have  asserted  his  daim;  instead  of  that,  he  took 
possession  of  the  allotment  made  to  him.  With  respect  to 
the  Cociermauik  Inclosnre  Act,  Lord  LoMdale,  though 
not  a  party  to  it  as  impropriator,  was  a  party  to  it  as  an 
owner  of  land,  and  is  bound  by  the  verdictfinding  Mr.  Sen-- 
home  entitled  to  rigbt  of  common  in  Cdckermaiah,  in  re- 
spect of  the  FUm  Esiate.  Common,  par  cause  de  vicinage, 
may  be  an  excuse  for  trespass,  but  cail  give  no  right  to  a 
compensation ;  and  the  issue,  therefore,  proves,  that  the 
right  claimed  by  Mr.  Senhouse  was  a  right  of  common  ap« 
purten^nt  to  the  FUz  Estate^  And  it  is  distinctly  proved 
that  the  copmob  was  ii  coimuon  appuiitewnt. 

1832.  Lord  Lynphurst,  L,.  C.  B. — This  was  a  bill  by  the 

Earl  of  Zionsdalct  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  parish 
of  Brigham,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  and  his  lessee, 
against  Douglas,  and  Harden,  occupiers  of  lands  in  the 
parish  of  Br^^ham,  and  in  the  township  of  Cockermouik 
in  that  parish.  The  question  is,  whether,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  the  bill  can  be  sustained.  In  1813, 
an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  for  inclosing  land  in  the 
township  oi Brigham,  in  the  parish  of  Brigham.  To  that 
Act  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  the  impropriate  rector,  was  a 
party.  It  appears,  that  Mr.  Senhouse,  under  whom  or 
whose  representatives  the  defendants  hold  the  lands,  was 
the  owner  of  a  farm  in  the  township  of  firigham,  called 
the  Fitx  Estate,  to  which  were  appurtenant  rights  of  com- 
mon in  the  waste  lands  p(  Brigham. 
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[His  Lordship  stated  the  provistons  of  the  Brighmn  Act.]        l^^* 

Mr.  Senhouse  sent  in  a  claim  in  respect  of  the  FUm      jackmn 
Estate  to  the  commissioners.     This  claim  was  not  op*      _  "* 
posed,  though  it  was  competent  to  the  irppropriate  rector 
to  have  opposed  it;  it  was,  howerer,  not  opposed,  but  S 

acted  upon,  as  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  commis- 
sioners.  An  allotment  was  made  in  respect  of  that  claim. 
An  allotment  was  ako  made  to  the  impropriate  rector  in  re^ 
spect  of  his  tithes.  The  lands  were  *  inclosed.  Many  years 
have  since  elapsed,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  the 
tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions,  and  customary  payments 
have  been  extinguished.  Contemporaneously  with  the  Act 
I  hare  alluded  to,  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  for 
inclosing  the  lands  in  the  township  of  Cockermauih.  The 
Earl  of  Lonsdale,  the  impropriate  rector,  was  not  a  party 
to  this  Act. 

{His  Lordship  stated  the  proyisions  of  the  Coekermouth 
Act,  especially  the  clause  giving  the  impropriate  rector 
power  to  come  in  under  it] 

Though  the  impropriate  rector  was  no  party  to  the  Act, 
Mr.  SatteriAwaiteg  the  EarFs  agent,  carried  in  a  claim  in 
respect  of  a  right  of  common,  and  in  respect  of  which  an 
allotment  was  made.  So  far,  therefore,  he  came  in  under 
the  Act.  But  whether  he  came  in  under  the  Act  or  not, 
is  not  very  material  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  case. 

[His  Lordship  then  referred  to  Senhouse*8  claim  under 
the  Coekermouth  Act.]  That  claim  was  disputed,  and  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  act  tried  in  an  issue  which  found 
the  claim.  Senhouse  contended  that  the  modus  extended 
to  lands  in  Coekermouth  as  well  as  those  in  Brigham,  and 
therefore,  that  the  allotment  under  the  last  Act  was  free 
from  tithe. — The  question  is,  whether  the  impropriator 
can  contest  this. — ^Consider  the  operation  of  the  Acts  of 
Parliament.  By  the  first  Act,  an  equivalent  is  given  in  lieu 
of  the  modus:  this  is  accepted  by  the  impropriate  rector; 
and  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  the  modus  is  extinguished. 
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1832.        It  is  true^  that  the  impropriate  rector  receives  an  equivalent 

Jackson       ^^'  *^®  township  of  Bfigham. only :  so  far  is  conceded,  and 

V-  it  may  be  said  that  the  township  of  Coekermouih  ought  to 

DOOOLAS.  .  I  o 

contribute.  But  what  has  the  rector  to  do  with  this?  He 
receives  the  equivalent  for  the.modus,  and  that  is  all  which 
he  is  entitled  to.  If  it  had  not  been  an  equivalent  for  a 
modus,  but  for  tithes,  it  would  have  been  different,  and 
there  might  then  have  been  some  ground  for  contending 
that  it  was  not  an  equivalent  for  the  tithes  of  the  new  al- 
lotments. But  what  can  be  claimed  by  the  rector,  when 
the  equivalent  is  a  satisfaction  for  the  modus,  the  whole 
that  he  is  entitled  to?  Suppose  there  had  not  been  any 
inclosure,  all  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  would  have 
been  the  modus,  and  for  that  he  has  already  had  a  full 
equivalent.  Therefore,  supposing  the  right  of  common  of 
the  Fitx Estate  to  extend  to  Coekermouih,  and  to  be  cover* 
ed  by  the  modus,  the  impropriate  rector  receives  an  equi- 
valent for  the  modus.  This  brings  me,  therefore,  to  Cock- 
ermotUh^  As  to  the  right  of  common,  the  evidence  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  all  one  way.  It  at  first  struck  me 
that  the  common  might  be  common  par  cause  de  vicinage; 
but  it  would  appear  not  to  be  so :  for,  according  to  the 
evidence,  cattle  were  turned  out  on  the  common  and 
waste  lands  of  Coekermouih:  this  is  the  clear  result  of  the 
evidence. 

In  addition  to  this.  Lord  Lonsdale  had  the  opportunity 
of  contesting  the  claim.  The  other  occupiers  did  contest 
it,  and  it  was  decided  on  an  issue,  and  I  must  be  of  the 
same  opinion  as  the  jury,  and  consider  the  right  esta- 
blished. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  modus  extended  to 
the  common  and  waste  lands  in  Coekermouih.  The  evi- 
dence satisfies  me  that  it  did.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
any  tithe  in  kind  having  been  paid,  or  of  any  tithe  having 
ever  been  demanded  in  respect  of  them.  I  am  therefore  sa- 
tisfied, that  the  modus  extended  to  Cockermouth,  and  the 
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impropriate  rector  has  received  an  equivalent  for  that  ino«        1832. 
dus  under  the  first  Act  of  Parliament.     I  think  the  case  of      jackson 
the  impropriate  rector  wholly  fails ;  and  failing,  and  wholly      ^    p- 
failing,  it  must  be  attended  with  the  usual  consequences. 
I  think  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costis. 


Douglas^ 


1831. 
Nov,  2ltt and 20    ^ 
subsequent  days,  ^^ac^^^ 

1832.         ^    <•> 


Small  iEind  Others  o.  Attwood  and  Others. 

•v^  November  \st^ 

A  HE  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  27th  June^  1826,  where  a  convi'^^^- 

by  Robert  Small,  James  Henry  Shears,  Francis  Baily,  ^^^^^''^^^^^^^^iie^ 

Michael  Bland,  James  Burton,  Thomas  Frederick  Colby,  chase  of  an  5«-  ^    *^'yy 

Stuart  Donaldson,  Charles  Hering,  Charles  Kerr,  Hart  persons  in  thSrS^"^^^ 

Logan,  James  MacJcillop,  John  Morrice,  Charles  Saville  ^^l.ciTih^^'^^ 

Onley,  John  Small,  William  Leathley,  John  Taylor,  mA  l^^^^^^^^^^^ 

PhiUp  Taylor,  against  John  Attwood,  Henry  James,  and  agents  for  other •''^'^'*^'* 

»•    t      J  t^j         J  parties,  a  bill  to    ^ 

Jtttcnara  i^awaras.  rescind  the  con*--^-*^^^*' 

The  bill,  as  originally  filed,  stated,  that,  in  the  month  of  g^d  in*he*^*^'  ^^"*^' 

April,  1825,  the  plaintiffs  and  other  persons,  to  the  number  names  of  the        <^J/cX 

«.  A       1         1       -b         1  1  .  agents  and  the  

of  five  hundred  and  seventy-one,  agreed  to  enter  mto  part-  other  parties. 


nership  together,  for  the  purpose  of  working  iron  mines  in  ^Jj,*[^ '»  com^^^'^^^^**^ 
Great  Britain,  and  other  purposes.     That  an  indenture  of  P*"y  ^  P^^-  ^^ 

nership  are  nu-  <x^c-«i^5c^*^ 

partnership,  dated  the  29th  of  April,  1825,  (the  terms  of  merous,  a  bill 

which  were  set  forth  in  the  bill,)  was  executed  by  the  plain-  JSmc  of  the   ^  ^    ^T^ 

tiffs,  and  the  several  other  partners.     That,  after  the  form-  P'f!"*"  °"  ^' 

'  ■  '  half  of  them- 


ation  of  the  partnership,  a  treaty  was  entered  into  by  the  ■•^^w  and  the  Jf^^^ 

defendant,  Heivry  James,  as  agent  for,  and  on  behalf  of,  to  rescind  th"   ^   y/'/X/^ 

the  defendant,  John  Attwood,  with  the  directors  of  the  ^'Th'ireiH.       ^"^ 

partnership,  for  the  sale  to  the  partnership  of  certain  iron  •"•"•'©•^  from   ''^^^^, 

1  .  11-     .  !i        1  ^  thecircum-  ^^^^ 

works,   mi«es,  collieries,  and  other  property,   at  Corn-  stances,  and  th^^^^^^ 
greaves,  Dudley  Wood,  and  Netherlon,  in  the  county  of  fs^for^hebeneSt^'^^^ 

of  all  the  part-  J^^ 

ners  that  the  , ..^ . 

contract  should  be  rescinded.  >^^ 
A  contract  for  the  sale  of  iron  mines  was  rescinded  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent  raisrepre^^-^*^^^^"'*^ 
sentations  of  the  value  of  the  estate,  and  of  the  prices  of  ironstone  and  other  materials,  and  of       ^-^^ 
Ihe  quantities  of  materials  required  for  the  manufacture  of  iron,  notwithstanding  possession  ^^^.-j^i^^!!^:^^ 
been  taken,  the  mines  worked,  and  other  acts  of  ownership  had  been  exercised,  and  notwithstand- 
ing some  acts  in  con6rmation  of  the  contract.  ^:i^K^~t^^^^  ^ 

VOL.1.  FF  y^.yS>.^    . 
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1832.        Sicsffhrdf  belonging  to  the  defendant  John  Aiiwood^  in  the 

"siiALL^      ^^^  mentioned  and  described ;  and  that  the  directors  of  the 

9.  partnership,  relying  upon  the  truth  of  certain  repreaenta^ 

tions  and  statements  in  the  bill  set  forth,  made  by  the  de- 


J^ 


fendant  John  Jihoood,  to  their  agent  Philip  Taylor,  deter- 
•  -^  /•    mined  to  purchase  the  property  for  the  partnership,  and 
^  thereupon  authorized  the  plaintiffs  Small  and  Shears,  and 


^      y/ ,  ""y^w^  ^^  "^oAii  Taylor,  who  had  previously  been  appointed  the  ma- 
^^\7\^  ^/^  naging  directors  of  the  partnership,  to  purchase  the  same, 

/    _:  -'    /  ^^^  <v  and  to  enter  into  the  necessary  contracts  or  agreements,  on 
^^fy^/J  the  part  of  the  directors,  with  the  defendant  John  Aitwood 


^.//-^^ 


y  ^e^^"^^ for  that  purpose.  And  that,  accordingly,  by  a  memorandum 

»  '- — '^  of  agreement,  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  10th  ot  June, 

^.t^4^,t^t^^^^J^y^^^*^  18@5,and  made  between,  and  signed  by,  the  defendant  «7bA» 
'/^^^^^/^^/__  Aitwood,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiffs.  Small,  Shears, 

t^^ti^  ^r^^^iv^^^^r?^^    and  John  Taylor,  of  the  other  part,  the  defendant  John  Ait" 
/^S^^  Uz>^^^  A^'^'wood  agreed  to  sell  to  the  said  John  Taylor,  Shears,  and 
^^^  Small,  and  the  said  John  Taylor,  Shears,  and  Smalt  agreed 

to  purchase  of  the  defendant  •/o^.^i^^icoocf,  the  freehold  and 
leasehold  estates,  iron  works,  collieries,  and  other  property, 
mentioned  and  comprised  in  the  schedule  thereunder  writ- 
ten, at  the  price  or  sum  of  600,000i^,  of  which  25,000A  was 
to  be  deposited  on  the  signing  of  the  agreement,  200,000/. 
to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  October  following,  when  possession 
was  to  be  given,  and  the  remainder  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
instalments,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  thereinafter 
mentioned*  And  the  defendant  John  Aitwood  agreed, 
on  payment  of  the  before*mentioned  sum  of  200,000iL,  and 
on  the  titles  being  accepted,  to  give  full  and  complete  poa* 
session  of  the  several  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  and 
other  property  thereby  contracted  to  be  sold,  and,  if  re- 
quired, to  convey,  assign,  and  assure  the  same  to  trustees, 
in  truat,to  secure  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money  and  in- 
terest, by  the  instalments  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  sub- 
ject thereto,  in  trust  for  the  purchasers,  or  as  they  should 
direct  or  appoint.  That  difficulties  arose  in  making  out  the 
title,  in  consequence  of  which  possession  could  not  be  de- 


Small 
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liveredi  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreementy  on  the         1832. 
let  October f  1825.     That  the  plaintiffs  thereupon  gave 
notice  that  they  abandoned  the  contract.  That  a  negotia-  t;. 

tion  was  then  entered  into  between  the  directors  and  Alt^  Attwood. 
wood  and  Hemry  James ,  for  renewing  the  contract ;  and 
that  doubts  being  then  entertained  by  some  of  the  directors  ^ 
•whether  the  representations  which  had  been  made  by  Att- 
woodto  P.  Taylor,  before  the  first  contract  was  entered  into^ 
and  upon  the  faith  of  which  that  contract  had  been  made, 
were  correct,  it  was  proposed  by  the  directors,  that  a  de- 
putation should  go  down  to  Comgreaves,  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  before-mentioned  statements  verified  by 
Attwood,  and  that  if  those  statements  should  be  verified 
to  their  satisfaction,  the  contract  should  be  renewed,  under 
certain  modifications,  with  respect  to  the  title  and  the  time 
of  the  possession  of  the  property  being  delivered.  That 
Attwood  tigreed  to  the  proposal  of  the  directors,  and  there- 
upon a  deputation,  consisting  of  Messrs.  Small,  Leathly, 
and  Donaldson,  three  of  the  directors,  went  down  to  Corrt- 
greaves  in  the  month  of  October,  1825;  that  Attwood 
and  H.  James,  and  the  defendant  Edwards,  who  was  Aft- 
teood*s  book-keeper,  met  the  deputation  at  Comgreaves, 
and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  Attwood*s  preceding 
statements  to  Philip  Taylor,  certain  papers,  which  had  been 
made  up  by  Attwood,  with  the  assistance  of  James  and 
Edwards,  were  then  delivered  to  the  deputation,  as  state- 
ments of  the  actual  cost  of  the  diflerent  processes  of 
making  and  manufacturing  iron  at  the  said  iron  works,  at 
the  time  the  original  treaty  was  first  entered  into.  That 
the  deputation  were  told  that  no  books  had  been  kept  at 
the  works  from  which  those  statements  could  be  proved, 
but  were  expressly  assured  by  Attwood,  James,  and  Ed- 
fpards,  tbat  the  statements  in  the  papers  delivered  to  the 
deputation  were  true  and  correct ;  that  the  deputation  was 
satisfied  with  the  statements  contained  in  the  papers,  but 
disco  vereilj  on  looking  over  the  property,  that  that  part  of  it 
by  which  the  works  were  connectei  with  the  Dudley  canal 

r  ¥  2 
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1832.  .  was  held  hy  AUwood  as  tenant  at  will,  by  which  thevatue  of 
the  property  might  be  materially  affected.  That  the  depu- 
tation then  returned  to  London^  and  made  a  report  to  the  di- 
rectors to  the  effect  above  mentioned.  That,  in  consequence 
of  this  report,  the  directors  determined  to  renew  the  con- 
tract, provided  jiiiwood  would  consent  to  an  abatement  of 
the  purchase-money  in  respect  of  the  injury  which  the  pro- 
perty might  sustain  if  the  communication  with  the  canal 
should  be  cut  off.  That  the  defendant  John  Atiwood  agreed 
that  the  sum  of  50,000/.  should  be  abated  from  the  pur- 
chase-money, on  the  grounds  above  mentioned ;  and  the 
directors  then  agreed  to  go  on  with  the  purchase.  That  cer^ 
tain  agreements,  bearing  date  respectively  the  1st  day  of 
October f  and  the  4th  day  oi  November ^  1835,  in  the  bill 
particularly  mentioned,  were  then  entered  into  and  signr 
ed  by  the  defendant  John  Atiwoodf  and  the  plaintiffs 
SmaUt  Shears^  and  John  Taylor^  whereby,  among  other 
things,  it  was  agreed  that  such  variation  in  payment  of 
the  said  purchase-money  should  be  made  as  in  the  last-men* 
tioned  agreements  set  forth.  That,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
several  agreements,  the  plaintiffs  SmaU  and  Shears,  and 
John  Taylor i  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of  November,  18S8, 
caused  twenty-five  Exchequer  Bills  for  1000/.  each,  to  be 
delivered  to  the  defendant  John  Attwood^  and  also  paid  to 
him  the  sum  of  300,000/.,  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  property.  That,  on  the  9th  Ad^yof  Novem^ 
ber,  1835,  possession  of  the  property  was  delivered  to  Philip 
Taylor,  as  the  agent  of  the  directors,  who,  as  such  agent, 
began  to  carry  on  the  manufacture  of  iron,  at  the  works. 
The  bill  alleged  that  the  statements  and  representations 
made  by  Aiiwood,  as  the  plaintiffs  had  since  discovered, 
were  false  and  fraudulent,  Aitwood  having  thereby  greatly 
understated  the  cost  of  the  several  processes  of  making  and 
manufacturing  iron  at  his  works.  That  the  defendant  John 
Aiiwood  had  also  fraudulently  concealed,  from  the  direc- 
tors and  their  agents,  various  faults  and  defects  in  the  coal 
under  the  property,  of  which  he  was  perfectly  aware.  The 
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bill  charged  at  great  lengttii  and  in  detail,  various  instances  1832. 
of  the  misrepresentations  alleged  by  the  bill  to  have  been 
made  by  the  defendant^  John  Attwood,  and  charged  frau- 
dulent collusion  between  Attwood  and  James  and  Edwards ^ 
and  prayed  that  the  several  contracts  might  be  rescinded » 
and  that  the  plaintiffs'  costs  might  be  paid  by  Attwood^ 
James^  and  Edwards. 

The  defendant,  John  Attwood^  by  his  answer,  denied 
that  any  fraudulent  misrepresentations  had  been  made  by 
him,  and  denied,  in  detail,  the  charges  of  fraud  contained 
in  the  bill.  He  also,  by  his  answer,  in'sis  t  ed  that  the 
statements  mentioned  in  the  bill  to  have  been  made  by 
him  to  Philip  Taylor  and  to  the  deputation,  were  made 
upon  certain  assumptions  stated  in  his  answer,  and  which, 
he  averred,  had  been  explained  by  him,  or  James  and  Ed- 
wards,  at  the  times  of  the  statements  being  made. 

He  also  stated,  by  his  answer,  that  the  deputation  from 
the  Company,  and  agents  on  their  behalf,  consisting  of 
engineers,  and  persons  of  the  first  talent  and  ability,  had 
inspected  and  examined  the  mines  and  works,  and  that 
all  his  books  and  accounts  had  been  produced  to  them, 
and  every  facility  had  been  given  to  them  for  ascertaining 
the  nature  and  value  of  the  property.  And  that  after  the 
deputation  from  the  Company  had  examined  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  books  and  accounts.  Small,  Shears  and  Tay- 
lor  entered  into  the  subsequent  agreement  of  the  4th 
November,  1825,  by  which  the  abatement  of  50,000/.  was 
made  in  the  purchase  money.  That  possession  of  the 
mines  was  delivered  to  Philip  Taylor  as  the  agent  of  the 
Company,  on  the  9th  November,  1825,  and  that  no  dissa- 
tisfaction was  expressed  until  some  time  afterwards,  when, 
from  a  change  in  the  value  of  iron,  and  the  mismanage- 
ment of  the  Company,,  the  property  had  become  depre- 
ciated in  value. 

-  The  following  objections-  to  the  bill  were  also  raised  by 
the  answer  of  thedefendant,  John  Altwood: — First,  That 
the  contracts  being  with  Small,  Shears,  and  John  Taylor, 
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1832.  and  not  with  the  Company » SmaU,  Shears  and  Tayfor  alone 
were  the  proper  parties  to  file  the  bill ;  and  that  the  bill 
could  not  be  maintained  by  them  and  the  other  plaintiffs. 
Secondly^  That  if  the  contracts  were  to  be  considered  as 
made  with  the  Company^  all  the  persons^  partners  or  in« 
terested  in  the  Company,  ought  to  be  parties  to  the  suit 
And^  Thirdly  f  That  whatever  objections  might  have  arisen 
originally  to  the  contracts^  those  objections  had  been 
waived,  and  the  contracts  confirmed  by  the  subsequent 
agreements,  and  the  conduct  of  the  agents  of  the  Company 
when  in  possession  of  the  property,  and  with  full  know- 
ledge, or  the  means  and  opportunity  of  knowing  all  the 
facts,  and  the  value  of  the  property. 

The  defendants,  James  and  Edwards^  denied  any  fraud- 
ulent misrepresentations  on  their  part,  or  ooUusion  with 
Atttoood. 

The  bill  was  afterwards  amended  by  striking  out  Philip 
Taylor  as  a  plaintiff,  and  makinghim  a  defendant,  charg- 
ing collusion  between  him  and  the  defendant,  John  Mi* 
wood;  and^  as  evidence  of  such  collusion^  charging  certain 
pecuniary  accommodations,  in  the  bill  mentioned  to  have 
been  given  by  the  defendant,  John  Attwood^  tp  PhiUp 
Taylor.  The  plaintiff,  John  Taylor,  the  brother  of  Phi- 
lip Taylor,  and  who  declined  to  continue  a  plaintiff,  was 
also  struck  out  as  a  plaintiff,  and  made  a  defendant. 

The  bill,  as  amended,  prayed  that  the  several  contracts 
or  memorandums  of  agreement,  of  the  10th  day  otJune, 
1825,  the  1st  day  of  October,  18^,  and  the  4th  day  of  No- 
vember,\S2&,  might  respectively  be  declared  to  have  been 
obtained  by  fraud,  and  to  be  void,  and  might  be  deli- 
vered up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  all  sums  of  money  which  had  been  paid  in  respect 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  the  interest  thereon^  under  or 
pursuant  to  the  said  several  contracts,  and  also  of  the  mo* 
ney  paid  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  partnership,  to  the  defen- 
dant, John  Aiiwood,  for  the  steel  therein  mentioned.  And 
that  the  defendant,  John  Attwood,  might  be  ordered  to  re* 
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pay  the  Bathe,  together  with  interest  thereon^  to  the  pfaun-  1832. 
tiffs,  Small,  Shears,  Bnily,  and  Donaldson,  and  the  said 
John  Taylor,  the  trustees  of  the  partnership,  for  the 
partnership.  And  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
all  monies  expended  by  the  partnership^  or  their  agents, 
in  lasting  improvements  upon  the  property,  and  of  all  the 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  which  had  been  incurred  by 
the  partnership  on  account  and  in  respect  of  the  said  con- 
tracts,  and  the  several  matters  thereinbefore  mentioned. 
And  that  the  defendant,  John  Attwood,  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  to  the  said  trustees  what  should  appear  to  have 
been  so  expended  upon  such  improvements,  and  the 
amount  of  the  said  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  the  plain- 
tiffs thereby  offering  to  deliver  up  the  possession  of  the 
property  to  the  defendant,  John  Attwood,  and  to  account 
to  him  for  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  since  the  time  that 
the  partnership  bad  taken  possession  thereof.  And  also 
to  deliver  up  to  the  said  defendant,  John  Attwood^  the  said 
steel.  The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  pro- 
ceedings by  the  defendant,  John  Ailwood,  to  recover  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  and  to  restrain  proceedings  at  law 
on  the  agreement,  and  also  prayed  a  ne  exeat  regno  against 
the  defendant,  John  Attwood,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  suit 
might  be  paid  by  all  the  defendants. 

The  defendant,  Philip  Taylor,  by  his  answer,  and  Attwood, 
by  his  further  answer,  denied  all  collusion  between  them.  , 

By  an  order,  dated  38th  February,  1829,  an  injunction 
was  granted  to  restrain  all  proceedings  at  law  by  the  defen- 
dant, John  Attwood,  to  recover  the  interest  on  the  pur- 
chase-money, on  the  terms  of  the  plaintiffs  paying  the  same 
into  Court,  in  trust  in  the  cause. 

An  immense  body  of  evidence  was  entered  into.  The 
cause  was  heard  on  the  1st  o( November,  1831,  and  twenty 
subsequent  days  (a). 

(a)  The  extreme  leiifi^th  of  the  porter  from  gMng  it  in  detail, 
evidence,  which  was  directed  to  The  general  result  of  it  wifl  be 
matters  of  fact,  precludes  the  re-     ibuad  in  the  judgment. 
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1332:  Mr.  Knight f  Mr.  James  Wigram,  and  Mr.  Sharpen  for 

^^lilir      ^^^  plaintiffs. 

Attwood.  ^'^^  Edward  Sugden  and  Mr.  Lovat,  for  the  defendant 

AUwood. 

Mr.  Jervis,  {or  the  defendants  James  and  Edwards. 

Mr.  Duckworth,  for  the  defendant  Philip  Taylor. 

Mr.  Knight,  Mr.  James  fVigram,  and  Mr.  Sharpe,  for 
the  plaintiffs  (a).  With  respect  to  the  law  of  the  case,  it 
is^  throughout,  made  a  very  prominent  part  of  the  defence 
upon  this  record,  that,  as  the  contract  was  made  with 
Small,  Shears,  and  John  Taylor;  and  the  present  plaintiffs 
sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  jPtitish  Iron  Com" 
pany  generally,  the  3uit  is  improper.  It  is,  however, 
clear,  from  the  evidence,  that,  before  the  contract  was  en- 
tered into,  the  defendant,  Attwood,  was  fully  aware  that 
the  contract  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  British  Iron  Com- 
pany. He  never  for  a  moment  supposed,  that  Small, 
Shears  and  John  Taylor,  were  purchasing  on  their  own 
account.  It  is  true  that  the  British  Iron  Company  is  ne- 
ver distinctly  referred  to.  But  it  cannot  be  disputed,  that, 
if  a  trustee  or  agent  be  defrauded  in  a  contract  entered 
into  by  him,  his  cestui  que  trust  or  principal  may  sue 
for  it.  The  contract  having  been  entered  into  on  behalf 
of  the  British  Iron  Company,  the  instalments  of  the  pur- 
chase-money having  been  paid  out  of  their  funds,  and  the 
concern  having  been  carried  on  at  their  risk,  they  have  a 
right  to  sue  as  cestuis  que  trust,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
scinding the  contract. 

With  respect  to  the  objection  that  this  is  a  suit  by 
some  partners  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others,  the 
partnership  is  proved  now  to  consist  of  more  than  four 
hundred  persons;   to  have  put  them,  therefore,  upon  the 

(a)  The  reporter  is  compelled,     guinents   only  which  tamed  on 
from  the  great  length  of  the  case,      questions  of  law. 
to  confine  the  report  to  those  ar- 
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record,  would  have  been  utterly  impracticable.  It  has  1832: 
been  supposed  that  some  late  decisions  by  Lord  Eldon 
are  in  contradiction  to  former  cases  decided  by  him; 
and  that  no  relief  can  be  given  in  cases  of  the  pre- 
sent description,  even  though  it  be  impossible  to  bring 
all  the  parties  before  the  Court.  This  is,  however,  dis- 
posed of  by  the  fact,  that  the  cases  in  which  Lord  Eldan 
refused  to  go  on  without  all  the  parties,  were  cases  in 
which  the  partnership  was  sought  to  be  dissolved,  or 
the  rights  of  absent  parties  sought  to  be  taken  from  them 
without  a  hearing  being  afforded  to  them.  Cases,  also, 
in  which  a  contribution  was  sought  to  be  enforced  against 
absent  parties.  Van  Sandau  v.  Moore  (a)  was  a  case  of 
that  description. 

The  cases  which  may  be  referred  to  on  the  subject  are, 
Adair  v.  The  New  River  Company  (Jb),  Cockbum  v.  Thomp- 
son(e)p  Hiichens  v.  Congreve  {d),  Bromley  v.  Smith  (e), 
Grayy.  Chaplin  {/),  and  Long  v.  Yonge  (g),  in  which  last 
case  theVice-Chancellor  recognised  and  acted  upon  the  dis- 
tinction between  cases  seeking  for  a  dissolution  of  a  part- 
nership, and  cases  seeking  for  relief  on  behalf  of  a  part- 
nership. The  case  of  Douglas  y,HorsfaU{h)^  shews  the 
right  of  a  cestui  que  trust ,  under  a  contract  of  this  descrip- 
tion, to  sue. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  cases  to  shew  the  legality  of 
this  partnership  (f). 

With  regard  to  the  effect  of  Mr.  Attwood's  answer, 
the  rule  is,  that,  as  between  the  answer  and  one  witness, 
the  answer  must  be  as  positive,  direct,  and  clear,  as  the 
statement  of  the  witness.     Walton  v.  Hobbs  (£),  Janson  v. 

(a)  1  Russell,  441 .  (A)  2  Sim.  &  S.  1 85. 
{h)  II  Ve8.429.  (t)The  counsel  for  the  defen- 
ce) 16  Ves.  321.  dants  stated  that  it  was  not  their 
((/)4Ru8s.562.  intention  to  raise  any  question 
(e)  1  Sim.  8.  upon  this  point. 
(/)  2  Sim.  &  S.  267.  (*)  2  Atk.  19. 
(g)  2  Sim.  369. 
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1832.        Rany  (a),  and  PiUing  v.  Armtage  (6).     But  even  where 
the  answer  is  posjtivei  the  evidence  of  one  witness^  coupled 
with  circumstances,  will  preTail  against  it* 
y       The  majority  of  cases  in  the  books  in  which  this  Court  ^ 
jy      Z^  '^/n^  has  been  applied  to  for  relief,  on  the  ground  of  misrepre* 

zJ^^  ^.^sentation,  are  cases  of  resistance  to  specific  performance; 

^/^^  ^  and  there  is  a  well  known  distinction  between  resistance 

to  a  specific  performance,  and  the  rescinding  of  a  con- 
tract ;  but  it  is  a  clear  and  admitted  principle  in  Courts 
of  equity,  that,  where  the  case  amounts  to  fraud,  the  agree- 
ment must  be  rescinded,  and  as,  in  substance,  there  has 
been  no  agreement  in  the  contemplation  of  equity,  the 
doctrine  of  compensation  has  np  application.  In  Edwarda 
V.  M*Leay  (c),  Sir  W.  Grant  set  aside  a  purchase  after 
a  conveyance  executed  and  possession  delivered,  on  the 
ground  that  a  part  of  the  property  was  known  by  die 
vendor  to  be  held  by  an  insufl^ent  title,  and  that  fiict 
had  not  been  communicated.  Other  cases  recognising 
this  principle,  are  lAsney  v.  Selhy  (df),  Dobell  v.  StC'^ 
vens  (e),  Turner  v.  Harvey  (/),  Beaumont  v.  Duket  {g\ 
Clermont  v.  Ta8burgh{h\  and  the  Attomey-General  v. 
Morgan  (i).  In  an  unreported  case  of  DwUop  v.  Buim, 
before  the  present  Vice-Chancellor,  which  was  a  bill  to 
set  aside  a  contract  upon  the  ground  of  misrepresenta* 
tion,  the  Vice-chancellor,  in  allasion  to  some  arguments 
which  had  been  addressed  to  him,  on  the  necessity  of 
its  being  shewn  that  the  property  was  less  valuable  than 
it  had  been  represented  to  be,  denied  the  accuracy  of 
such  position,  and  referred  to  a  case  which  to  his  know- 
ledge had  been  before  Lord  Eldon,  in  which  it  was  dis- 
tinctly proved  that  the  party  had  obtained  an  equivalent 

(«)  2  Atk.  140.  (J)  Jacob,  IG9. 

(»)12Vsft.7&  (g)  Ibid.  422. 

(c)  Coop.  308.  {h)  1  Jac.  &  W.  1 12. 

{d,  2  Lord  Raym.  1118.  (t)  2  RusseU,  306. 
\e)  3  Bam.  &  Gr.  623. 
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for  his  purchase-money  i  but  Lord  Eldon  set  aside  the  con-        1832. 
tract,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  had  been  repre- 
sented to  be  more  valuable  than  it  really  was. 

The  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  seek  relief  against  the  de- 
fendantSy  Edwards^  James,  and  PhiUp  Taylor ,  as  agents, 
who  are  participators  in  a  fraud,  is  plain  from  the  cases  of 
Le  Teaier  v.  The  Margravine  of  Anspaeh  (a),  Bowles  v. 
Stewart  {b),  and  King  y.  Martin  (o)«  The  doctrine  is  also 
recognised  by  Lord  Eedssdale,  in  his  book  upon  plead- 
ing (cQ. 

If  any  reliance  be  placed  on  possession  being  taken  of 
the  property,  it  may  be  suflBcient  to  say,  that,  in  Edwards 
V.  M'Leay,  not  only  had  possession  been  delivered,  but  a 
conveyance  executed.  From  the  nature  of  the  present 
case,  whatever  frauds  existed  could  not  be  discovered  until 
after  possessicm  had  been  taken*  If  the  Company  have  had 
possessiouj  it  has  been  by  means  of  improper  acts  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  Attwood,  of  which  he  cannot  com- 
plain.  He  puts  them  in  possession  under  a  contract,  which, 
by  reason  of  his  own  conduct,  the  Court  must  treat  as  if  it 
had  never  existed;  and  he  cannot  complain  that  his  pro- 
perty has  been  used  and  eiyoyed  in  a  manner  occasioned 
by  his  own  misconduct. 

With  regard  to  compensation,  the  plaintifis  do  not  seek 
it.  They  desire  to  rescind  the  contract  altogether,  which 
is  the  relief  invariably  afforded,when  a  contract  is  attacked 
on  the  ground  of  fraud.  Where  a  contract  is  rescmded 
on  the  ground  of  fraud,  the  Court  treats  it  as  no  contract 
at  all,  and,  therefore,  not  susceptible  of  those  rules  of  com- 
pensation which  apply  where  there  is  a  bondjide  error,  a 
mistake,  as  to  which  no  fraud  is  attributable.  To  apply 
the  doctrine  of  compensation  to  a  case  like  the  present,  in 
which  a  trade  has  been  sold,  where  the  object  has  been  to 
employ  capital  in  a    way  which  would  produce  a  large  re- 

(a)  16  Ve&  159, 164.  (c)  2  Ves.  jun.  641. 

(b)  1  Scbo.  &  Lefr.  209.  (<0  Page  163. 
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W^  turn  by  way  of  interest,  would  be  the  greatest  hardship 
and  injustice;  and  accordingly »  Sir  John  Leach,  in  cases 
where  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  has  been  a  trade, 
has  declared,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  rules  as  to  compen- 
sation do  not  apply,  for  that  the  amount  of  the  compensa- 
tion cannot  be  ascertained.  Assuming,  however,  a  case  of 
fraud  to  be  established,  there  is  neither  authority  nor  prin- 
ciple for  the  Court  to  hold  the  case  capable  of  compensa- 
tion ;  and  the  Court  wiU  restore  the  parties  to  their  origi- 
nal rights,  varied  only  so  far  as  they  have  of  necessity  been 
varied  by  the  unavoidable  consequences  of  the  contract ; 
and  will  direct  proper  accounts  to  be  taken  between  the 
parties; 

Sir  Edward  Sugden  and  Mr.  Lovaif  for  the  defendant 
John  Aitioood* — ^The  bill  cannot  be  maintained  in  the  pre- 
sent form  and  state  of  the  record.  The  plaintiffs  affect 
to  represent  a  Company  called  the  British  Iron  Company ^ 
the  members  of  which  are  stated  to  have  consisted  of  iBve 
hundred  and  seventy-one  persons  in  number,  and  are  ad- 
mitted to  be  now  upwards  of  four  hundred.  It  has  fre- 
quently been  attempted  by  companies  of  this  description, 
to  act  as  corporations,  and  the  legislature  has  constantly 
exerted  itself  to  prevent  them.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  this 
Court,  and  it  is  a  rule  peculiar  to  a  Court  of  Equity,  that  a 
party  cannot  have  a  remedy  for  a  partial  relief.  If  there  be 
any  title  to  relief  as  regards  any  certain  subject,  the  whole 
case  must  be  brought  before  the  Court  at  once,  and  how- 
ever numerous  the  parties  may  be,  they  must  all  be  brought 
before  the  Court,  in  order  that  their  several  rights  may  at 
once  be  adjudicated.  This  rule,  though  sometimes  at- 
tended with  expense,  is  in  the  end  productive  of  great 
benefit  to  the  public,  as  it  prevents  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
-  There  is  no  difference  between  the  present..  Company 
and  any  ordinary  partnership.  In  contemplation  of  law  it 
is  precisely  the  same  as  an  ordinary  partnership,  consist- 
of  only  five  or  six  partners.    If  a  bill  had  been  filed  by 
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three  partners  out  ofsizy  it  cannot  be  pretended  that  such  I8&I. 
a  bill  could  possibly  have  been  supported.  How  then  can 
the  greatness  of  the  number^  which  is  against  public  po- 
licyi  place  the  plaintiffs  in  a  better  situation  than  if  they  had 
consisted  of  a  few  individuals  ?  The  objection  is  one  of 
substance  and  not  of  form.  If,  according  to  the  biH/  the 
parties  are  so  numerous,  and  their  shares  so  liable  to 'fluc- 
tuation, that  it  is  impossible  to  make  them  parCieSi  what  is 
th^re  upon  the  record  to  shew  that  the  present  plalntiflb  have 
a  right  to  file  a  bill  on  behalf  of  those  persons  whose  title 
is  so  fluctuating.  Where  the  number  is  so  enormous  that 
they  could  not  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  who,  fmm 
the  statement  in  the  bill,  it  is  manifest  could  never  have 
been  consulted  on  the  subject,  what  right  can  any  one  part- 
ner have,  without  the  consent  of  his  co-partners,  to  say 
that  he  will  get  rid  of  a  contract  which  stands  in  tbis.ai- 
tuation  ?  They  have  entered  into  an  agreement  under  the 
authority  of  the  partnership  deed,  and  under  that  authority 
a  few  of  the  partners  have  made  a  purchase  for  600,00(ML; 
under  the  same  authority  they  have  paid  £S0,000/.  to  the 
vendor,  and  have  taken  possession  of  the  property  and 
carried  on  the  trade  for  years*  A  few  of  the  partners  now 
say,  we  will  rescind  the  contract,  get  back  the  220ftQ0l. 
and  give  up  the  property.  Npw,  suppose  some  of  the 
proprietors  out  of  the  five  hundred  and  seventy-one,  or 
some  of  those  cestuis  que  trust  interested  in  the  shares, 
were  to  say,  we  object  to  the  contract  being  rescinded. 
Iron  was  16/.  a  ton,  and  therefore  you  bought;  it  is  now 
3/.  a  ton,  and  therefore  you  desire  to  get  rid  of  the  con- 
truct;  we  are  of  opinion  iron  will  rise  in  value.  One  third 
of  the  purchase-money  has  been  paid,  and  we  are  seised 
in  fee  of  one  third  of  the  estate,  and  we  will  not  relinquish 
it,  As  this  partnership  does  not  differ  from  any  other, 
and  as  this  is  a  purchase  by  the  partnership,  and  the  pur- 
chase of  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  the  consequence  is,  that 
though,  as  between  the  partners  themselves,  it  may  be 
treated  as  partnership  stock,  still,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
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isas.  poses,  it  is  a  real  investment,  a  purchase  of  real  property; 
which  now  belongs  to  all  the  members  of  the  partnership, 
and  it  is  so  treated  by  the  Company  in  all  their  proceed- 
ings. Then,  are  all  the  five  hundred  and  seventy-^one 
persons  to  be  divested  of  their  property  in  this  estate, 
because  the  plaintiffs  like  to  rescind  ihe  contract  i  It  may 
be  of  the  greatest  advantage  to  them,  and  the  greatest  disad- 
vantage to  the  five  hundred  other  persons,  that  the  contract 
should  be  rescinded.  It  never  can  be  contended,  that,  if 
twelve  persons  buy  an  estate,  two  of  them  can  sell  it,  be- 
cause they  are  partners.  And  if  not,  what  is  the  present  case  ? 
Twelve  persons  seek  to  rescind  a  contract  entered  into  by 
three  persons  on  behalf  of  five  hundred  and  seventy*one. 

Suppose  there  was  a  little  concert  in  the  case,  how 
would  that  operate  ?  Suppose  Mr.  Aiiwood  and  the  plain- 
■dfis  were  in  league  together  to  get  rid  of  the  contract  be- 
hind the  backs  of  the  general  proprietors,  how  easily  this 
might  be  eflfected  by  a  scheme  like  the  present.  It  cannot 
be  contended  that  this  will  do  as  a  bill  by  the  three  who  en- 
tered into  the  contract;  for  there  is  no  rule  more  settled  than 
that  if,  with  plaintiffs  who  have  a  right  to  sue,  co-plaintiff& 
are  joined  who  have  no  right  to  sue,  the  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed :  the  record  cannot  be  encumbered  with  platntiA 
who  have  no  right  to  sue.  The  bill  is,  however,  a  bill  by 
the  partnership ;  and  being  a  bill  by  the  partnership  brought 
in  the  names  of  a  few  of  the  partners,  without  the  autho- 
rity and  against  the  consent  of  the  rest,  it  cannot  be  main- 
tained. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  utmost  extent  of  the  cases  is, 
that  Lord  Eldon  refused  to  go  on  where  the  partnership 
was  to  be  dissolved,  and  the  partners  were  absent.  Those 
cases  affirm  the  simplest  of  all  simple  rules.  When  there 
is  a  common  wrong  to  be  redressed,  and  there  is  a  vast 
body,  and  it  may  be  inconvenient  to  bring  that  whole  body 
before  the  Court,  a  few  may  represent  the  many.  There 
are  some  very  £Euniliar  instances  of  this  in  the  cases  which 
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have  been  cited.    In  Bromley  ▼•  Smith  (a),  there  was  a  com-        I«a2. 
mon  wrong  by  misapplication  of  money  under  an  Inclo- 
sure  Act«  and  a  few  were  permitted  to  enforce  the  right  in 
farour  of  the  many. 

In  Hiichensy.Congreve{b),itwa»  not  seriously  denied  that 
the  few  might  enforce  the  right  in  favour  of  the  many;  but 
what  was  the  right  in  that  case?  Some  fraudulent  directors 
had  bought  an  estate  for  lO^OOO/./  they  had  made  a  nomi- 
nal and  fictitious  sale  of  it ^  and  they  pretended  to  the  great 
body  of  the  Company  whom  they  represented^  or  rather 
whom  they  misrepresented^  that  they  had  given  30,000/. 
for  it»  and  then  they  put  £0,000/.  into  their  own  pockets. 
The  directors  filed  a  bill,  not  to  rescind  the  contract,  for 
they  kept  the  estate  and  meant  to  keep  it,  as  the  very  sub- 
ject for  which  they  were  dealing,  not  upon  any  dispute 
between  them  and  the  seller  of  that  estate,  for  he  had 
committed  no  fraud,  but  against  the  persons  who  had  put 
the  20,000/.  in  their  pocket,  in  order  to  make  them  repay 
the  money,  and  accordingly  they  were  compelled  to  repay  it. 
Whynot?  It  was  not  to  rescind  anything;  it  was  not  to  change 
any  relative  position,  but  it  was  to  put,  without  the  hasard 
of  losing  any  thing,  without  divesting  any  thing,  20,000/. 
into  the  pocket  of  the  many.     But  there  was  no  rescind- 
ing, nothing  to  be  divested,  something  might  be  gained, 
but  nothing  could  be  lost  in  that  case.     There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  a  party  may  be  permitted  to  redress  a  manifest 
wrong,  or  to  assert  a  positive  claim  of  that  nature;  and 

the  eases  go  to  that  eKtent,  and  to  that  extent  only. 

Adair  v.  The  New  River  Company  (c)  was  a  case  in  which 
the  plaintiff  was  rightly  upon  the  record,  and  the  question 
was  about  the  defendants  only.  The  New  River  Company 
was  a  corporation,  and  they  had  the  whole  legal  interest 
in  the  property  in  question  as  a  corporation,  and  Lord  El^ 
don  thought  that  sufficient.  He  put  the  ease  of  suit  to  a 
mill  and  the  case  of  creditors.  Now  there  is  no  doubt 
that,  in  equity,  where  the  number  is  inconvenient  to  try 
(a)  1  Sim.  8.  (ft)  4  Rttss.  662.  (c)  1  Vcs.  429. 
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1832.  that  question!  a  few  persons  may  represent  the  whole. 
The  right  may  be  fairly  tried  against  the  few,  and  after- 
wards a  separate  suit  may  .be  brought  against  any  indivi* 
dual  who  stands  out ;  and  the  decree  which  was  obtained 
may  be  used  against  the  general  body.  This  is  for  conve- 
nietice,  and  to  prevent  the  multiplicity  of  suits. 

The  case  of  creditors  might  possibly  mislead.    A  case 
familiar  to  this  Court  is  one  in  which  two  or  three  persons, 
on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  rest  of  the  creditors  who 
may  come  in  and  contribute  to  the  expense  of  the  suit, 
are  made  plaintifis  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other 
creditors ;  from  which  it  would  seem  as  if  one  person  could 
file  a  bill  on  behalf  of  many  persons.    But  it  is  no  such 
thing:  by  the  rules  of  a  Court  of  equity,  any  one  creditor 
may  file  a  bill  for  his  own  demand.     In  such  a  suit  it  will  be 
necessary  to  take  an  account  of  the  debts,  and  advertise- 
ments would  go  out  calling  upon  the  creditors  to  come  in. 
The  efiect  would  be  just  the  same,  although  the  decree  in 
some  manner  varies  between  a  suit  by  the  few  and  a  suit 
by  the  many;  but  the  suit  is  filed  by  the  few  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  others  who  shall  contribute  to  the  suit,  and 
it  has  not  the  slightest  bearing  upon  the  present  case,  being 
only  for  the  administration  of  the  common  funds  and  assets. 
Cockbum  V.  Thompson  was  a  bill  on  behalf  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  public  institution,  and  on  behalf  of  themselves  only, 
against  a  solicitor  of  the  body  for  a  breach  of  tmat.    It  was 
precisely  the  same  as  the  case  of  HUehens  Y^Congreve,  that 
is,  it  was  a  wrong  which  might  be  remedied,  and  against 
which  relief  might  be  sought  by  the  few  on  behalf  of  the 
many:  but  nothing  was  to  be  divested,  nothing  to  be  re- 
scinded, but  only  a  palpable  wrong  to  be  redressed,  and  the 
whole  body  might  as  well  assert  their  right  by  a  dozen,  as  by 
twelve  hundred  individuals.    And  so  it  was  decided  in  the 
case  of  Gray  v.  Chaplin,  before  the  present  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  when  Vice-Chancellor,  in  which  he  permitted  some 
of  the  shareholders  of  a  canal  to  file  a  bill  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  others.    That  bill  did  not  succeed.    On 
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appeal  to  Lord  Efdon  that  order  was  reversed ;  and  it  was  l^^- 
held,  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  appli-  small 
cation  to  rescind  could  not  be  maintained.  Attwooi>» 

Long  V.  Yonge  was  cited  by  the  other  side,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  stating  what  the  authority  was,  for  that  would  have 
been  inconvenient,  but  for  the  purpose  of  an  observation 
made  by  the  present  Y ice<-Chancellor.  In  that  case  it  was  de* 
cided,  what  has  indeed  been  often  decided,  that  some  of  the 
members  of  a  partnership  cannot  file  a  bill  on  behalf  of  them 
Selves  and  the  others  for  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
but  that  all  the  partners,  however  numerous,  must  be  parties 
to  the  suit.    That  any  number  less  than  the  whole,  except 
those  who  are  upon  the  record  as  defendants,  cannot  file 
a  bill  to  dissolve  the  partnership,  however  numerous,  and 
although  the  number  is  such  as  to  render  it  impossible  that 
the  partnership  ever  can  be  dissolved,  because  a  consent 
cannot  be  obtained  when  there  is  so  large  a  body,  in 
consequence  of  disabilities,  infancy,  sickness,  coverture, 
absence,  insanity,  and  a  thousand  other  circumstances, 
even  if  they  were  willing  to  consent.  In  such  case,  although 
it  is  apparent  to  the  Court  that  the  partnership  ought  to 
be  dissolved,  on  account  of  the  conduct  of  some  of  the 
parties,  and  that,  if  it  cannot  be  dissolved,  it  must  sink  into 
absolute  ruin,  yet  the  Court  will  not  interfere,  because  all 
the  parties  are  not  before  it. 

What  is  the  principle  upon  which  the  Court  acts  in  that 
C9se?  It  is,  that  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  about  to  be 
dealt  with ;  that  an  account  is  to  be  taken ;  that  the  pro- 
petty  is  to  be  divided ;  and  that  the  parties  are  to  be 
divested  of  their  interest  in  that  property;  and  that  the 
property  cannot  be  so  dealt  with  in  their  absence;  and 
therefore,  diat,  though  there  should  be  twelve  thousand, 
every  one  of  tliem  must  be  before  the  Court,  and  they 
never  can  come  before  the  Court.  The  result,  therefore, 
is,  that  the  partnership  never  can  be  dissolved.     What 
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1832.  then?  The  parties  have  entered  into  a  most  inconvenient 
arrangement,  and  they  must  submit  to  the  situation  in 
which  they  have  placed  themselves. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  bill 
could  not  be  maintained  in  that  case;  and  he  had  great  au- 
thority for  it.  He  says>  in  the  course  of  the  argument/'  The 
way  in  which  you  argue  the  case  appears  to  me  to  shew  the 
propriety  of  having  all  the  persons  interested  parties  to  the 
suit.  The  frame  of  the  bill  is  such  that  you  cannot  pro- 
ceed one  step  without  calling  in  question  the  characters  of 
the  persons  who  primd  facie  ought  to  be  parties.  There- 
fore the  case  now  before  me  seems  to  differ  from  all  those 
that  you  have  alluded  to.  Because  the  bill  raised  a  ques- 
tion whether  those  persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the  re- 
cord have  rights  which  primd  facie  they  appear  to  be  en- 
titled to  claim,  and  the  Court  is  asked  to  determine,  in 
their  absence,  whether  they  are  entitled  to  the  rights  of 
partners.'*  In  giving  judgment  in  that  case,  the  Vice- 
chancellor  said,  that  it  appeared  to  him  that  it  was  not  at 
all  necessary  to  enter  into  the  question,  as  to  the  equity, 
when  there  was  this  decisive  objection.  With  respect  to 
the  parties,  he  observes,  **  Now,  the  rules  with  respect  to 
parties  are  exceedingly  plain  and  intelligible  to  those  who 
will  consider  the  principles  on  which  they  are  founded.  The 
general  rule  is,  that  all  parties  interested  in  the  subject  of 
the  suit  shall  be  parties  to  the  record.  Then  there  are 
certain  exceptions.  And  those  exceptions,'  so  far  as  this 
particular  point  is  concerned,  may  be  divided  into  two 
parts.  One  exception  is,  where  several  persons,  having  dis- 
tinct rights  against  a  common  fund,  or  against  one  indi- 
vidual, are  allowed,  a  few  of  them,  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  the  rest,  to  file  a  bill  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting 
their  mutual  rights  against  the  common  fund,  or  the  indi- 
vidual liable  to  their  demand.  The  other  exception  is, 
where  a  person  may  have  a  right  against  several  indivi- 
duals, who  are  liable  to  common  obligations.     In  that  case 
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a  bill  is  allowed  to  be  filed  by  a  single  plaintiff  against         1832. 
somet  but  not  all^  of  those  persons  who  are  bound  to  make 
good  the  plaintiff's  demand.*' 

The  plaintiffs  rely  on  the  first  branch  of  that  case.  But 
the  learned  Judge  referred^  and  properly  referred^  to  those 
cases  in  which^  there  being  a  common  wrong  to  be  redress* 
edy  and  no  right  to  be  given  up^  nothing  to  be  rescinded, 
and.  nothing  to  be  undone^  there  is  no  reason  why  the  re- 
cord should  be  loaded  with  all,  when  some  are  acting  be- 
neficially on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others. 

The  doctrine  was  very  much  discussed  before  Lord 
Eldon  in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Fish^  which  is  at  the  end 
of  a  work  by  Mr.  Farren^  upon  Life  Assurances.  That 
was  a  suit  instituted  before  Lord  Eldon^  in  January^ 
18^;  and  it  is  stated  from  the  short-hand  writer's  notes. 
It  was  a  suit  instituted  by  four  members  of  the  Norwich 
Union  Fire  Association  against  the  directors,  secretary, 
and  treasurer  of  the  same  institution;  and  the  case  was 
opened  at  length  by  Mr.  Shadwell,  and  the  object  was 
to  dissolve  the  partnership.  •Lord  £^o»  said,  *' It  must 
not  be  understood  from  what  I  am  about  to  say,  that 
I  give  any  opinion  whether  the  plaintiffs  might  or  might 
not  put  such  a  case  on  the  record  as  would  entitle  them 
to  a  decree  for  the  relief  they  seek.  The  question  .is, 
whether,  on  an  interlocutory  motion,  I  can  do  what  is 
asked?  If  I  could  not  grant  the  decree  as  asked,  I  can- 
not grant  the  injunction.  By  the  statute  against  mono- 
polies persons  are  forbidden  to  form  speculative  associ- 
ations, or  to  raise  transferable  stocks;  but  it  has  been  de- 
termined by  the  Courts,  that  a  dozen  persons  may  insure 
or  guarantee  each  other;  and,  when  once  it  was  establish- 
ed that  twelve  might  act  on  such  a  principle,  it  was  im- 
possible to  put  a  limit  to  the  number;  and  it  is  said  at  the 
bar  that  sixty  thousand  have  combined  for  that  purpose  in  . 
the  present  instance.  The  inconvenience  of  administering 
justice  to  such  a  mass  of  people,  all  standing  in  the  rela< 

oq2 


42G  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1832.  tion  of  partners,  was  soon  discoveredi  for,  as  partners,  they 
were  bound  to  set  forth  the  names  of  all  their  body  when 
acting  as  against  a  stranger,  and  it  was  equally  incumbent 
on  those  who  prosecuted  claims  against  them  to  bring  all 
before  the  Court  To  obviate  this  difficulty  it  has  fre- 
quently happened,  that  Acts  of  Parliament  have  been  ob- 
tained, by  which  the  secretary,  treasurer,  or  some  officer 
of  the  society,  is  pointed  out  as  nominal  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant, to  sue  or  be  sued  for  or  on  account  of  the  asso- 
ciation at  large;  and  so  far  such  an  association  may  be  call- 
ed a  quasi  corporation,  having  the  power,  and,  to  a  given 
extent,  the  privileges  of  a  body,  without  having  been 
incorporated,  I  shall  be  very  cautious  not  to  extend 
those  privileges.  The  policy  of  Acts  of  Parliament  in 
such  cases  was  to  render  facility  to  justice  by  making 
one  person  to  represent  a  mass,  which  would  itself  be 
immoveable;  but  the  difficulties,  as  1  foresaw  and  urged 
in  my  place  in  the  House  of  Lords,  were  not  so  easily 
to  be  overcome:  for,  although  justice  might  be  done  in 
causes  in  which  the  association  was  complaining,  by  the 
use  of  one  name  instead  of  sixty  thousand,  the  same  means 
of  justice  could  not  be  rendered  in  the  person  of  one  de- 
fendant. The  secretary  or  treasurer  might  not  be  worth 
the  money  for  which  he  was  sued,  and  the  funds  might  be 
insufficient.  But,  supposing  the  officer  to  be  in  posses- 
sion of  ample  means,  execution  would  go  against  him  or 
his  effects,  and  having  paid  the  money,  he  would  have 
to  seek  contribution  from  the  members,  which  might  be 
practicable  with  a  manageable  number,  but  which  must 
be  next  to  impossible  with  sixty  thousand  persons.  The 
Acts  of  Parliament  do  not  contemplate  suits  amongst  the 
members  themselves,  but  speak  only  of  actions  by  and 
against  them."  **  The  present  record,"  bis  Lordship  con- 
tinues, **  therefore,  derives  no  assistance  from  the  Act,  as 
it  not  only  prevents  members  complaining  of  each  other, 
but  states  that  which  is  false  (I  do  not  use  the  word  false 
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in  its  offensive  sense^  but  merely  as  describing  an  asser-  ^832. 
tion  which  is  not  strictly  true),  for  it  represents  the  bill  as 
filed  on  behalf  of  all  the  memberSy  whereas  the  defendants 
appear  to  be  members  also.  In  certain  cases  of  covenanti 
where  it  is  necessary  to  bring  all  parties  before  the  Court, 
those  who  refuse  to  be  plaintiffs  must  be  made  defendants; 
but  a  man  cannot  stand  as  plaintiff  and  defendant  at  the 
same  time ;  and,  for  any  thing  that  appears  upon  the  re- 
cord, there  may  be  one  half  of  the  members  represented 
by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  other  half  by  the  defendants; 
though  all  are  called  plaintiffs.  The  present  case  is  re- 
duced to  a  mere  matter  of  partnership;  and  (as  I  threw  out 
in  the  course  of  the  argument)  can  it  be  said  that  a  man 
does  not  know  his  own  partners,  nor  the  nature  of  the 
concern  of  which  he  is  a  member  ?  There  is  no  excuse, 
therefore,  from  the  nature  of  the  body,  for  their  not  nam- 
ing them  and  bringing  them  before  the  Court." 

Lord  Eldon  goes  on  to  say,  '*  Can  it  be  said  that  a  man 
is  likely  to  be  seduced  into  paying  money  to  an  association 
differing  in  a  vital  principle  from  that  of  which  he  is  a 
member,  under  a  delusion  or  belief  that  he  is  paying 
money  to  his  own  concern?"  Then  he  says,  *'  It  has  been 
urged  that  the  defendants  have  covenanted  not  to  be  con- 
cerned in  any  other  institution;  but  circumstances  some- 
times occur  to  prevent  a  Court  of  equity  interfering  to  en- 
force covenants.  The  hardship  or  injustice  of  the  case 
may  be  urged,  but  many  gentlemen  of  the  bar  must  re- 
member the  cases  of  the  unfortunate  annuitants,  widows, 
who  had  subscribed  small  sums  during  a  certain  portion 
of  their  lives,  to  receive  annuities  after  they  had  reached 
a  particular  age.  There  the  parties  had  covenanted  over 
and  over  again.  The  one  case  was  before  my  Lord  7%tir- 
law,  and  the  other  before  myself.  That  learned  Lord  felt 
most  acutely  his  inability  to  afford  relief,  by  reason  of  the 
situation  of  the  parties;  and  however  much  he  might  have 
lamented  his  want  of  power,  I  am  sure  I  suffered  as  much 
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1832.  on  my  own  account.  I  do  not  say  that  this  record  may 
not  be  so  amended  as  to  bring  all  parties  properly  before 
me;  but  I  feel  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  do  so  with  sixty 
thousand  partners;  and  I  cannot  hold  that  societies  may 
remodel  and  alter  their  associations  so  as  to  change  their 
original  constitutions ;  but  I  do  not  sit  here  to  try  offen- 
ces/' And  he  refused  that  application,  and  the  case  went 
no  further. 

In  that  case,  therefore.  Lord  Eldon  was  of  opinion  that 
it  was  utterly  impossible  for  them  to  take  any  further  pro- 
ceedings to  get  rid  of  the  new  association,  or  to  bind  those 
who  had  gone  out  of  the  old  association  by  the  covenants 
they  had  entered  into,  without  bringing  all  the  parties 
before  the  Court:  and  there  is  sufficient  reason  for  this; 
it  proceeds  upon  the  principle,  that,  as  their  rights  are  to 
be  adjudicated,  it  is  necessary  that  they  should  be  all  there 
to  defend  their  own  rights;  for,  if  half  a  dozen  persons 
may  file  a  bill  to  rescind,  why  may  not  half  a  dozen  file  a 
bill  to  complete?  And  what  is  there  to  prevent  iany  number 
of  this  company  to-morrow  putting  a  bill  upon  the  files  of 
this  Court,  to  compel  a  performance  of  this  contract! 
Nothing  whatever :  they  have  only  to  shew  that  they  were 
not  upon  the  record;  they  have  only  to  shew,  supposing 
a  case  of  equity  should  be  made  against  them,  that  they 
were  not  represented  by  the  plaintiffs  who  are  upon  this 
record.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  shewing  that  there 
is  no  pretence  for  giving  them  authority  to  file  this 
bill,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  articles  of  partnership 
which  justifies  these  few  in  proceeding  for  the  money. 
They  have  only,  in  order  to  prevent  any  equity  against 
them,  to  pick  out  a  certain  number  who  are  absent ;  and 
out  of  these  five  hundred  and  seventy,  it  would  be  very  easy 
to  get  many  who  have  never  been  in  the  country  during 
these  proceedings,  and  then  they  may  file  a  bill,  and  say 
that  it  is  all  a  subterfuge  and  a  fraud ;  that  these  plain« 
tiffs  are  in  .a  state  of  insolvency,  and  it  is  a  mere  pre-* 
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text  on  their  part  to  get  back  this  200,000/.  into  their  own  1832. 
pockets,  in  order  to  answer  obligations  to  which  they  are 
personally  liable;  and,  whatever  the  present  plaintiffs  may 
say  of  Mr.  Aitwood's  conduct,  they  may  insist  upon  the 
contract  being  performed,  and  having  the  estate  and  pay- 
ing the  rest  of  the  money.  And  there  would  be  no  an- 
swer to  such  a  bill  as  regards  these  parties. 

This  question  was  very  deliberately  considered  in  the 
case  of  Van  Sandau  v.  Moore.  That  was  an  attempt  on 
the  part  of  a  gentleman,  who  considered  himself  ill-treated 
by  a  Company,  as  a  single  plaintiff,  to  bring  the  directors 
and  leading  persons  of  the  association  before  the  Court, 
(that  being  an  Annuity  Association  or  Stock  Company),  to 
put  an  end  to  the  Company,  and  to  dissolve  the^partner- 
ship.  A  great  many  defendants  were  put  upon  the  record ; 
and  in  order,  as  the  plaintiff  said,  to  harass  and  oppress  him, 
every  one  put  a  distinct  answer  upon  the  record;  and  the 
present  Master  of  the  Rolls,  then  Vice-Chancellor,  thought 
he  bad  sufficient  power,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Master, 
to  prevent  the  record  being  so  loaded.  But  there  was  an 
appeal  from  his  decision  to  Lord  Eldon^  and  he  was  of 
opinion  that  the  rules  of  the  Court  did  not  permit  any 
such  interference;  that  it  might  afterwards,  at  the  proper 
period,  be  considered  with  reference  to  costs ;  but  that 
each  party  had  a  right  to  conduct  his  separate  defence  as 
he  thought  proper.  Apply  the  doctrine  of  that  case  to 
the  present.  There  all  persons  representing  the  body  were 
parties;  but  the  Court  would  not,  as  defendants,  compel 
them  to  make  a  common  defence.  If  they  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  make  a  common  defence,  can  a  few  persons  pro- 
ceed to  make  a  common  attack,  representing  persons  who 
have  given  them  no  authority  to  represent  them. 

In  Blain  v.  Agar  (a),  partners,  to  the  number  of  many 
hundred,  assigned  their  shares  to  several,  in  the  hope,  and 
with  the  intention,  that  those  assignees  might,  upon  the 

(a)  1  Sim.  37. 
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1832.  record,  represent  the  many  hundred  who  could  not  conve- 
niently be  brought  there  themselves,  and,  therefore,  they 
assigned  all  their  shares  to  a  few  individuals,  in  order  that 
those  few  individuals  might  represent  them.  It  was  held, 
that  the  suit  could  not  be  maintained,  and  that  they  were 
cesiui  que  trusts,  and  as  such  must  all  be  brought  before  the 
Court  In  the  report  of  this  case  in  2  Simons  (a),  the  bill 
was  maintained,  but  upon  a  totally  different  ground,  not 
touching  that  question.  The  bill  alleged,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs did  not  know  the  names  of  the  other  parties.  When 
a  bill  is  filed,  alleging  that  there  are  other  parties,  but 
their  names  are  not  given,  the  fact  may  be  proved^  and 
the  bill  be  dismissed  at  the  hearing;  but  the  bill  cannot 
be  demurred  to,  because  a  party  has  a  right  so  to  file  a 
bill,  and  to  ask  the  defendants  who  are  the  persons,  and 
what  are  their  names,  when  those  persons  and  those  names 
are  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  himself.  The  second  deci* 
sion  in  that  case,  therefore,  has  in  no  manner  touched  or 
broken  in  upon  the  first  decision* 

The  bill  does  hot,  in  this  case,  pretend  that  the  plain*^ 
tiffs  do  not  know  who  the  members  are ;  and  the  bill  no^ 
where  shews,  nor  have  they  proved,  that  the  members, 
whoever  they  may  be,  or  wherever  they  are,  have  given 
any  authority  for  this  bill ;  nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the  in- 
strument under  which  the  parties  act,  which  authorizes 
the  few  persons  upon  this  record,  as  plaintiffs,  to  act  for 
the  general  body  in  this  respect. 

It  has  been  urged,  that  if  this  had  been  a  bill  to  enforce 
a  contract,  it  would  have  admitted  of  a  very  different 
consideration  from  what  this  must  receive,  being  a  bill  to 
rescind  a  contract.  The  contrary,  however,  is  the  case. 
If  this  had  been  a  bill  to  enforce  a  contract,  the  difficulty 
would  have  been  infinitely  less.  If  a  few  persons  can  in 
any  case  act  for  the  many  (and  it  is  admitted  that  in  some 

{a)  Page  289. 
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cases  the  few  can  act  for  the  many),  it  must  be  in  those         1^^- 
cases  in  which  the  few  are  proceeding  to  enforce  the  rights 
as  they  stand,  and  where  the  ordinary  enforcement  of  the 
rights  as  they  stand  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  body 
whom  they  represent.     If  the  solicitor  or  banker  of  the 
concern  is  guilty  of  a  fraud,  the  few  may  redress  that  fraud 
in  the  name  of  the  many.     If  some  of  the  directors  take 
20,000/.,  and  put  it  in  their  pockets,  those  who  hare  the 
management  of  the  concern  may,  on  behalf  of  the  many, 
compel  them  to  repay  it.     It  may  be  said^  that  if  there 
be  a  contract  regularly  entered  into  by  a  few  on  behalf 
of  the  many,  and  which  binds  the  many,  such  contract 
may  be  enforced  by  the  few;  because  that  is  a  regular  ex- 
ecution of  a  duty,  and  an  enforcement  of  the  right  and 
obligation,  as  it  stood,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Company,  if 
the  Company  properly  buy;  and  if  a  few  can  ever  act  for 
a  body,  it  may  be  said  that  the  few  may  enforce  the  right 
on  behalf  of  the  many.     But  it  has  never  been  so  decided. 
And  what  is  the  effect  of  it?    The  few  are  enforcing  a 
right  according  to  the  existing  contract  of  the  Compa- 
ny.    The  Company  buy,  the  Company  have  got  the  pro- 
perty, the  Company  have  power  to  enforce  the  contract; 
they  have  never  rescinded  it,  but  the  seller  is  desirous 
of  evading  his  contract.     If  there  be  any  case  in  which 
the   few  ought  to  be   enabled   to   represent  the  many^ 
it  must  be  in  that  case ;  because  that  is  a  regular  formal 
execution  of  a  duty  for  the  benefit  of  the  many.     But  if 
a  case  of  this  sort  occurs,  in  which  the  property  of  the 
many  is  sought  to  be  divested,  the  rights  of  the  many 
altered,  in  which  the  contract  of  the  many  is  required  to 
be  dissolved,  and  in  which  the  state  of  circumstances  ad 
they  exist  in  the  regular  course  and  channel  is  wholly  to 
be  dissolved,  what  then  becomes  of  the  question?   How  is 
it  then  possible  that  the  few  should  have  a  right  to  repre-* 
sent  the  many,  without  any  authority  from  those  whom 
they  do  not  bring  before  the  Court  ?    If  the  Company  buy 
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1832.  and  the  few  then  enforce  the  contracts  which  the  Com- 
pany has  made,  things  follow  in  their  ordinary  channel. 
There  is  no  obstruction.  There  is  no  division.  But  if 
the  Company  buy  and  pay,  as  here,  a  portion  of  the  price, 
and  then  the  few  are  to  say  we  will  rescind  the  contract, 
we  will  und6  all  that  has  been  done,  how  can  the  position 
be  maintained  ?  Why,  in  a  partnership,  cannot  the  few 
represent  the  many?  Because  each  man's  rights  are  to 
be  adjudicated  upon.  Are  not  each  man's  rights  to  be 
adjudicated  upon  in  the  present  case?  Will  not  every  in- 
dividual member  of  this  partnership,  the  moment  this 
conti^act  is  rescinded,  be  placed  in  a  diflferent  situation, 
be  it  good  or  bad  ?  Suppose,  when  this  800,000^  is 
paid  back,  some  of  the  directors  were  to  misapply  or 
spend  that  money.  It  may  be  done  in  half  an  hour;  they 
may  have  entered  into  a  contract  not  according  .to  the 
deed;  aUd  they  may  be  liable  at  this  moment  to  be  sued 
for  If/ 

The  Conrl  cannot  divest  any  one  of  the  partners  of 
the  right  he  has  in  the  estate.  The  moment  the  con- 
tract was  executed,  Mr.  Aitwood  lost  his  property  in 
that  estate;  the  purchase-money  belonged  to  him,  but 
he  had  no  right  to  the  estate;  the  estate  belonged  not 
to  the  plaintiffs,  but  to  the  whole  body  of  these  five 
hundred  and  seventy-one  persons.  When  an  individual 
purchases,  (he  estate  is  immediately  in  him.  Suppose  it 
was  one  purchaser,  whose  would  the  estate  be?  The 
purchaser's,  the  moment  the  contract  was  executed!  He 
could  devise  the  estate;  it  would  descend;  it  would  be  the 
subject  of  sale ;  it  would  in  all  respects  belong  to  the  pur- 
chaser; and  the  seller  could  not  do  any  act  to  affect  it: 
but  it  would  belong  to  the  purchaser  from  the  moment  of 
the  contract.  The  nature  of  the  property  is  not  to  be  al- 
tered in  any  way,  nor  are  the  rights  of  the  parties  differ- 
ent, because  there  is  a  large  number  of  purchasers. 

With  respect  to  the  right  of  the  parties  in  this  case  to 
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file  a  bill  to  rescind  the  contract,  it  is  not  contended  that  1832. 
there  is  no  abstract  right  in  the  parties  to  file  a  bill  to 
rescind  a  contract;  because  it  is  admitted,  that,  if  a  case  of 
direct  and  clear  fraud  is  made  out,  the  bill  is  maintainable 
in  this  Court,  and  the  Court  has  a  right  to  rescind  the 
contract;  but  nothing  but  direct  and  manifest  fraud  can,  or 
ever  did,  authorize  the  Court  to  rescind  a  contract.  There 
is,  however,  no  rule  of  law  more  imperative  or  better  settled, 
than  that  although  a  defendant  may  use  fraud,  mistake,  or 
surprise,  as  a  ground  of  defence  against  a  bill  filed  against 
him,  because  he  is  dragged  into  Court  as  a  defendant,  yet 
that  a  party  cannot,  as  a  plaintiff,  come  into  this  Court 
upon  the  ground  of  mistake  or  surprise,  or  of  what  is  com- 
monly called  fraud,  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term, 
in  order  to  be  relieved  from  a  written  contract  into  which 
he  has  advisedly  and  deliberately  entered. 

There  are  many  cases  in  the  books  in  which  representa- 
tions were  made,  which  would  clearly  amount  to  what  is 
commonly  called  fraud,  and  yet  those  statements  were  not 
considered  as  founding  any  ground  for  relief.  The  rule  is 
clearly  this,  that  where  a  party  cannot  recover  at  law  on 
account  of  fraud,  or  where  he  cannot  make  use  of  the  fraud 
at  law  to  sustain  an  action,  he  cannot  maintain  a  bill  to  re- 
scind ;  and  that  when  a  person  comes  here  as  a  plaintiff  to 
rescind  a  contract,  he  must  be  in  a  situation  of  making  out 
his  case  by  a  positive  fraud,  or  he  cannot  have  any  relief. 
It  is  not  intended  to  be  denied  that  there  are  matters 
which  are  frauds  in  equity  that  are  not  frauds  at  law;  for 
there  are  many  things  which  are  frauds  in  this  Court  which 
are  not  cognizable  at  law ;  but,  in  referefice  to  a  case  like 
the  present,  if  there  be  a  fraud,  a  mere  fraud  in  a  contract, 
it  is  just  as  cognizable  at  law  as  it  is  in  equity,  and  the  de- 
fence against  it  is  just  as  good  in  the  one  Court  as  in  the 
other.  No  man  can  enfore  a  contract  at  law  which  is 
merely  fraudulent.  If  a  party  has  been  defrauded  and  tre- 
panned by  mere  fraud  into  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money. 
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1832.  be  may  recover  that  sum,  just  as  he  may  file  a  bill  to  re- 
scind, although  there  may  be  circumstances  arising  from 
the  confidential  situation  of  the  parties,  which  may  give  a 
right  in  a  Court  of  equity  when  it  does  not  exist  in  a  Court 
of  law. 

In  the  case  of  PoweUv.  Edmunds(a),  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  to  recover  part  of  the  purchase-money  for  the 
sale  of  some  timber.     It  appeared  that  the  printed  condi- 
tions of  a  sale  of  timber,  growing  in  a  certain  close,  did  not 
state  any  thing  of  the  quantity;  and  parol  evidence,  that  tbe 
auctioneer,  at  the  time  of  sale,  warranted  a  certain  quan- 
tity, was  not  admissible  to  vary  the  written  agreement. 
There  the  seller  brought  an  action  for  the  purchase-money, 
and  the  defendant  said,  it  is  very  true  that  the  particulars 
of  sale  were  silent  as  to  the  quantity ;  but  the  auctioneer 
stated  positively  what  the  quantity  was,  and  that  statement 
was  false.     The  parol  evidence  was  rejected ;  and  Lord 
EUenborough  lays  down  the  rule  in  these  words — *^  There 
is  no  doubt  that  the  parol  evidence  was  properly  rejected 
in  this  action.     The  purchaser  ought  to  have  had  it  re* 
duced  into  writing  at  the  time,  if  the  representation  then 
made  as  to  the  quantity  swayed  him  to  bid  for  the  lot.     If 
the  parol  evidence  were  admissible  in  this  case,  I  know  of 
no  instance  where  a  party  may  not  by  parol  testimony  su« 
peradd  any  term  to  a  written  agreement;  which  would  be 
setting  aside  all  written  contracts,  and  rendering  them  of 
no  efiect.     There  is  no  doubt  that  the  warranty  as  to  the 
quantity  of  timber  would  vary  the  agreement  contained  in 
the  written  conditions  of  sale.     The  only  question  which 
could  be  made  is,  whether,  if  by  a  collateral  representation 
a  party  be  induced  to  enter  into  a  written  agreement  differ- 
ent from  such  representation,  he  may  not  have  an  action  on 
the  case  for  the  fraud  practised  to  lay  asleep  his  prudence. 
It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  discuss  that  at  present.*' 

(d)  12  East,  6. 
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Lord  EUenbarough^  thereforOi  rejected  the  evidence,  and  1832. 
allowed  the  seller  to  recover,  although  it  was  clear  that 
what  is  called  a  fraud  had  been  committed  by  the  auction- 
eer's stating,  that  there  was  a  greater  quantity  of  timber 
than  the  actual  quantity;  and  it  is  the  same  precisely  in 
equity,  where  the  party  seeking  relief  is  the  plaintiff.  If 
the  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  the  parol  evidence  be 
plaintiff,  he  stands  in  equity  just  as  he  would  at  law. 

In  WoUam  v.  Hearuy  before  Sir  Wm.  Grant  (a),  the  pur- 
chaser desired  to  have  a  specific  execution  of  an  agree- 
ment, which  had  been  entered  into  with  a  variation  intro- 
duced by  parol ;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  gave  an  ela- 
borate judgment,  in  which  he  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that 
the  Court  had  no  such  jurisdiction.  After  stating  the  cir- 
cumstances about  the  fact  of  the  representation,  he  says — 
*'  By  the  rule  of  law,  independent  of  the  statu te,  parol 
evidence  cannot  be  received  to  contradict  a  written  agree- 
ment* To  admit  it  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the 
written  instrument  does  not  contain  the  agreement,  would 
be  the  same  as  receiving  it  for  every  purpose.  It  was  £br 
the  purpose  of  shutting  out  that  inquiry  that  the  rule  of 
law  was  adopted.  Though  the  written  instrument  does 
not  contain  the  terms,  it  must  in  contemplation  of  law  be 
taken  to  contain  the  agreement,  as  furnishing  better  evi- 
dence than  any  parol  testimony  can  supply."  Then  he 
says — "  Thus  stands  the  rule  of  law ;"  and  then  he  says, 
that,  in  equity,  a  man  may  be  allowed,  as  a  defendant,  to 
enter  into  evidence  as  a  defence  which  cannot  be  allowed 
to  a  plaintiff.  He  puts  it,  therefore,  upon  the  general  po- 
Hcy  of  the  law,  which  precludes  the  possibility  of  receiving 
such  evidence. 

A  case  of  the  same  nature,  and  a  very  strong  case,  is 
Rich  V.  Jackson  (6).  In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  parol 
evidence  was  not  admissible  to  prove  from  conversations 

(a)  7  Ve».  211.  (6)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  614. 
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1832.  before  and  at  the  time  of  signing  an  agreement  for  a  ieaaei 
that  the  intent  of  the  parties  was  different  from  the  me- 
morandum^  though  the  same  was  written  by  the  lessee. 
The  memorandum  was  to  grant  a  lease.  At  the  time 
of  the  agreement  it  was  agreed,  that  the  rent  should  be 
paid  clear  of  all  taxes;  these  words  did  not  find  their 
way  into  the  contract ;  and  it  was  decided  that  the  evi- 
dence  could  not  be  received  even  in  equity,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  introducing  those  words  into  the  agreement.  A 
party  is  as  much  precluded  from  introducing  any  thing,  as 
conversation,  into  or  as  forming  part  of  a  written  contract, 
when  a  plaintiff  in  equity  as  when  a  plaintiff  at  law;  and, 
therefore,  a  party  can  never  come  to  rescind  a  contract 
upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  contain  the  real  terms  of 
the  agreement;  and  he  cannot  introduce  those  other  terms 
by  parol,  unless  there  is  a  case  of  clear  glaring  fraud,  in- 
dependently of  those  terms,  which,  upon  the  general  case, 
would  entitle  him  to  relief.  If  parol  representations  would 
do  in  a  case  of  this  nature,  the  rule  would  be  evaded,  be« 
cause,  in  Powell  v.  Edmunds ^  there  was  no  doubt  that  what 
the  auctioneer  had  said  was  false,  and  that  the  purchaser 
had  bought  upon  those  representations ;  and  there  was  no 
doubt  m  Ricky.  Jackson  J  that  the  party  had  agreed  to 
take  the  lease  upon  the  terms  aUeged. 

In  the  present  case,  there  is  a  written  contract,  as  tech- 
nical, as  circumstantial,  and  providing  as  fully  for  every 
possible  case,  as  any  agreement  that  ever  was  prepared. 
It  does  not  state  that  the  contract  proceeds  upon  repre- 
sentations as  to  yields,  and  value,  and  products;  the  parol 
evidence  attempts  to  make  out  that,  although  that  is  not 
in  the  contract;  it  ought  to  have  been  in  the  contract;  they 
introduce  it,  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  contract  What 
is  the  contract  as  it  stands  ?  It  is  a  contract  from  Mr. 
Attwood  to  the  Company  for  the  sale  of  this  property — 
whatever  may  be  its  value,  or  whatever  may  be  the  pro- 
duce of  it.    What  is  the  contract  they  desire  to  introduce? 
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It  18  a  totally  different  contract,  it  is  a  contract  by  the  Com-        1832. 
pany  to  buy  only  if  the  estate  shall  be  of  a  certain  value. 
There  would,  therefore,  be  no  escaping,  according  to  these 
cases,  out  of  the  terms  of  the  contract^  and  this  case  is  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  the  same  as  the  cases  referred  to. 

In  that  case  (a)  Lord  Loughborough  said,  **  From  the 
evidence,  believing  the  witnesses  to  speak  the  truth,  it  is 
impossible  to  mistake  the  meaning  of  the  parties  to  be  ex- 
actly what  Mr.  Mansfield  has  stated,  that  the  rent  to  be 
paid  was  meant  to  be  clear  rent,  but  the  parties  have 
concluded  the  matter  by  a  written  agreement,  which  was, 
that  a  lease  should  be  granted  for  twenty-one  years,  at 
a  rent  of  eighty  guineas  a  year,  the  tenant  paying  his 
twenty  guineas  a  quarter,  including  it  in  his  land-tax  re- 
ceipt It  can  only  be  according  to  the  sense  the  law  puts 
upon  it,  the  party  died  before  the  payment  of  any  rent,  so 
that  the  whole  matter  remains  upon  the  agreement.  The 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  rejected  the  parol  evidence  very 
properly.  I  am  satbfied  there  is  no  difference  in  the  case 
in  equity,  where  the  party  only  comes  ibr  a  more  formal 
execution  of  the  agreement.  I  looked  into  all  the  cases: 
I  cannot  find  the  Court  has  ever  taken  upon  itself  to  add  to 
the  form  of  the  agreement;  but  that  in  repeated  instances 
the  Court  has  refused  to  do  so,  though  it  has  been  insisted 
that  the  parol  evidence  of  the  adverse  party  has  shewn 
the  written  agreement  to  be  against  conscience.*'  And  he 
referred  to  the  cases,  and  decided  accordingly. 

This  is  not  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  with  a  va- 
riation, but  it  is  a  bill  to  rescind;  for,  except  in  cases  of 
gross  fraud,  the  same  rules  apply  to  the  two  cases;  for  the 
question  is,  not  whether  it  is  enforcing  a  contract  or  re- 
scinding a  contract,  but  whether  any  relief  is  to  be  given 
by  the  Court  to  a  plaintiff  upon  parol  evidence  varying 
the  written  contract.     The  ground  upon  which  they  seek 

(a)  Bioh  v.  Jackson, 
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1832.  to  rescind  the  contract  is  this :  that  the  written  contract 
does  not  contain  the  real  terms  $  for  that  the  real  terms  were, 
that  they  were  not  to  pay  unless  the  produce  was  of  cer- 
tain quantities.  The  rule,  therefore,  is  in  all  respects  the 
same,  if  equitable  relief  is  applied  for,  whether  it  is  for 
the  purpose  of  rescinding  a  contract,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  a  contract  with  a  variation. 

In  an  anonymous  case  in  Skinner^a  Reports  [djt  one 
that  could  read  made  an  agreement  for  a  lease  for  twenty- 
one  years;  the  lessor  himself  drew  the  lease  but  for  one 
year,  and  read  it  for  twenty-one  years,  and  after  the  ex- 
piration of  a  year  ejected  the  lessee,  and  he  brought  a  bill 
in  Chancery  to  be  relieved  upon  all  this  matter  which  was 
in  proof;  but  it  was  dismissed  with  costs,  for  it  was  within 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  Perjuries;  and  the  party  being 
able  to  read,  it  was  his  own  folly ;  otherwise  if  he  had  been 
unlettered.  That  case  shews  to  what  extent  Courts  of 
Equity  have  gone  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

Lord  ThvrloWf  in  Lord  Imham  v.  Child  (i),  says,  **  a 
mistake  cannot  be  corrected  upless  proved  as  much  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Court  as  if  it  were  i^dmitted.  The  dif- 
ficulty of  this  is  so  great  that  there  is  no  instance  of  its 
prevailing  against  a  party  insisting  there  was  no  mis- 
take/* 

In  Lord  Townshend  v.  Siangroom  (c),  before  Lord  El- 
dan,  Lord  Eldon  says,  "  You  must  be  satisfied  of  the  in- 
tention of  all  parties.  It  must  never  be  forgotten  to  what 
extent  a  defendant,  one  of  the  parties,  admits  or  denies 
the  agreement*'* 

In  these  cases  it  is  necessary  to  inquire,  what  is  fraud? 
In  Binstead  v.  Coleman  {d)^  this  distinction  was  laid  down 
upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  Perjuries,  that  when 


(a)  Page  1 19.  (c)  6  Vea.  328. 

(6)  1  Bro.  C.  G.  92.  {d)  Bunb.  66. 
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there  is  a  whole  agreement  by  parol,  and  part  of  it  is  ^  1832. 
executed^  a  Court  of  equity  will  decree  a  specific  execu- 
tion of  the  whole,  **  For  the  Statute  of  Frauds/'  says  the 
Chief  Baron,  ^'  does  not  extend  to  that.  But  where  there 
is  an  agreement  by  writing  executed,  you  cannot  come  by 
evidence  to  supply  any  defect  in  that  agreement,  which 
was  intended  to  be  part  of  that  agreement,  but  not  insert* 
ed  in  it,  for  that  would  be  to  evade  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
and  introduce  more  perjury.'*  The  whole  Court  were  of 
the  same  opinion. 

Clowes  V.  Higginson  (a),  before  Sir  Thonms  Plumer, 
clearly  decides  that  which  runs  through  all  the  cases,  that, 
where  a  matter  is  distinctly  adverted  to  by  the  parties,  and 
they  do  not  choose  to  make  it  part  of  their  written  con* 
tract,  the  Court  cannot  receive  parol  evidence,  even  in 
support  of  a  defence;  which  is  an  exception  from  the  gene- 
ral rule.  After  the  decree  pronounced  at  the  Rolls  in 
Higginson  v.  Clowes  (6),  dismissing  the  bill,  the  cause  of 
Clowes  V.  Higginson  was  instituted  by  the  purchaser,  the 
defendant  in  the  former  suit,  praying  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  according  to  his  construction,  that 
is,  including  the  timber,  except  upon  the  lots  four  and 
five,  to  which,  as  he  represented,  the  separate  valuation 
was  to  be  confined;  the  defendants,  the  vendors,  insisting 
that,  under  the  eighth  condition  of  sale,  all  the  timber  was 
to  be  separately  valued.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  opposed 
the  introduction  of  parol  evidence,  insisting  upon  the  au- 
thorities cited  in  the  former  cause  between  the  parties, 
that  it  could  not  be  admitted  to  vary,  add  to,  or  explain  a 
written  contract,  as  it  might  to  shew  fraud  or  surprise. 
The  Vice-Chancellor  there  resisted  the  introduction  of 
parol  evidence  to  alter  the  contract:  he  said,  ''that  the 
attention  of  the  parties  had  been  drawn  to  the  matter, 

{a)  1  Ves.  &  B.  624.  (h)  15  Ves.  516. 
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1832.  that  they  distinctly  adverted  to  it^  and  that  they  bad 
not  made  it  part  of  the  contract."  And  bo  decided  ac^ 
cordingly. 

The  same  point  was  decided  in  Omerod  v.  Hardman  (a). 
Some  of  the  Judges  of  this  Court  were  sitting  upon  that 
case;  and  there  they  decidedi  that  where  the  agreement 
was  drawn  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties^  parol 
evidence  was  inadmissible. 

Now,  here  the  agreement  was  drawn  precisely  accord* 
ing  to  the  intention  of  the  parties;  they  had  the  most  able 
assistance;  it  was  the  joint  production  of  a  most  elaborate 
piece  of  machinery;  they  did  what  they  intended  to  do; 
and  it  would  be  a  perfect  insult  to  those  who  advised 
them,  of  all  ranks  and  degrees,  to  tell  them  that  they  in- 
tended one  thing  and  did  another:  but  they  now  com- 
plain in  a  Court  of  Justice,  that  they  have  not  done 
what  they  intended.  A  parol  agreement  can  only  be  ad- 
mitted where  the  written  agreement  is*  not  drawn  ac- 
cording to  the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time;  you 
cannot,  by  parol,  add  any  thing  to  what  was  the  real  agree- 
ment at  the  time,  after  that  has  been  correctly  redoeed 
into  writing.  Nobody  represents  that  this  was  not  cor* 
rectly  reduced  into  writing;  this  is  not  a  fraud  of  that  na- 
ture, but  it  is  the  basis  of  the  law,  upon  which  every  thing 
depends. 

In  Haynes  v.  Hare  (6),  the  Court  was  dealing  with  a 
subject  which  enabled  it  to  act  as  a  Court  of  Equity;  it 
was  dealing  with  one  of  its  own  records,  and,  therefore, 
Lord  Loughb&rtnigh  was  speaking  upon  the  equitable 
grounds  and  general  rules  applicable  to  both  points;  he 

says **  It  is  not  necessary  to  cite  any  case  to  prove  the 

proposition  that  parol  evidence  of  parol  communication 
between  the  parties  ought  not  to  be  reodved  to  add  a 

(a)  6 Ves. 722.  (6)  IH.  Blackst. 659. 
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term  not  inserted  in  the  specific  agreement  which  they        1832. 
hare  execnted^  and  for  this  plain  reason,  that  what  passed 
between  them  in  that  communication  may  have  been  al« 
tered  and  shifted  in  a  variety  of  ways,  but  what  they  have 
signed  and  sealed  was  finally  settled. — It  would  destroy 
all  trust,  it  would  destroy  all  security,  and  lay  it  open,  un<» 
less  the  parties  are  completely  bound  by  what  they  have 
signed  and  sealed.** — It  is  a  rule  without  any  inconveni" 
ence.    What  is  by  parol  is  shifting,  and  the  evidence  in 
this  case  will  shew  there  is  a  matter  in  dispute,  upon  which 
we  shall  enter  into  a  serious  contest  what  were  the  repre- 
sentations made ;  and  no  living  person  can  be  perfectly 
certain  he  can  come  to  a  conclusion  upon  this  point ;  w> 
that  the  Court  will  have  to  examine  into  a  parol  contract 
which  might  have  been  made  part  of  the  written  contract, 
and  which  was  before  the  eyes  of  the  parties  at  the  time  they 
made  the  contract;  for  their  ofier  of  the  6th  otJune  was 
made  upon  a  condition;  which,  it  is  shewn,  was  performed 
by  the  lOtfa  of  June;  and  on  the  10th  of  June  there  was  a 
clear,  binding,  and  solemn  contract,  without  any  condition 
annexed  to  it     They  did  intend  it  should  form  a  condition 
of  the  offer,  they  did  not  intend  that  it  should  form  a  con- 
dition of  the  agreement ;  and  now  they  come,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  years,  to  inquire  into  this,  and  place  the  Court 
in  the  situation  of  overruling  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

In  Pickering  v.  Dtnoson  (a).  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs, 
speaking  of  the  parties  there,  observed,  **  They  then  come 
to  an  understanding,  and  reduce  the  contract  to  writing. 
By  that  alone  they  are  afterwards  to  be  bound,  unless 
some  fraud  can  be  shewn.  Even  if  there  had  been  a  re- 
presentation, it  would  not  have  availed.  I  hold,  if  a  man 
brings  me  a  horse,  and  makes  any  representation  whatever 
of  his  quality  and  soundness,  and  afterwards  we  agree  in 

(a)  4  Taunt.  779. 
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1832.        writing  for  the  purchase  of  the  horse,  that  shortens  and 
corrects  the  representations ;  and  whatever  terms  are  not 
contained  in  the  contract  do  not  bind  the  seller,  and  must 
be  struck  out  of  the  case.*'    His  Lordship  adds,  "  The 
ground  upon  which  I  proceeded  at  Nisi  Prius  was,  that 
after  the  written  contract  was  made,  parol  evidence  could 
not  be  admitted  of  former  representations,  unless  there 
was  proof  of  some  fraud  by  which  the  defendants  pre- 
vented the  plaintiflfs  from  discovering  a  fault  which  they 
knew  to  exist/'    The  rule,  therefore,  both  at  law  and  in 
equity,  in  the  case  of  a  contract  is,  that  parol  evidence 
cannot  be  introduced  to  shew  representations,  communi- 
cations, agreements,  or  claims,  that  were  really  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties,  but  not  reduced  into  writing. 
In  the  absence  of  a  case  of  fraud,  the  untruth  of  the  re- 
presentations is  no  fraud,  the  representations  may  be  true 
or  false,  the  representations  may  be  correct  or  incorrect, 
they  may  have  been  founded  in  error  or  some  fraudulent 
motive  in  the  party  making  them;  but  the  parties  are 
bound  to  prove  a  case  of  clear,  glaring,  and  manifest 
fraud,  to  entitle  the  Court  to  give  relief;  they  are  not  en- 
titled to  relief,  whatever  may  have  been  the  effect  of  the 
representations,  if  they  have,  with  their  eyes  open,  enter- 
ed into  a  written  agreement  in  which  they  have  not  em- 
bodied this  particular  clause. 

This  question  has  arisen  in  a  very  important  class  of 
cases  that  have  not  come  into  play  for  a  considerable  time, 
in  consequence  of  an  alteration  in  the  law  of  annuities. 
There  was  a  period  when  it  was  doubted,  whether,  if  a 
power  was  given  to  repurchase  an  annuity,  the  whole  trans* 
action  was  not  usurious,  and  therefore  void ;  and,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  peril  of  introducing  that  proviso,  it  was  a 
common  rule,  in  cases  upon  that  subject,  to  trust  to  the 
parol  agreement  of  the  annuitants,  that  there  should  be  a 
power  to -repurchase,  though  none  was  inserted  in  the 
deed.     It  was  soon  held  at  law  that  such  parol  agreement 
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"Was  simply  void;  and  many  bills  were  filed  in  the  Court  of  1832. 
Chancery  upon  such  agreements.  The  case  of  Lord 
Portmare  v.  Morris^  and  of  Lord  Mehingham^  before  he 
was  Lord  Portmare,  referred  to  in  Imham  v.  Child,  was  a 
case  of  this  description,  in  which  it  was,  after  great  con- 
sideration,  decided,  that  a  man  who  granted  an  annuity 
could  not  file  a  bill  to  have  that  power  of  redemption  in- 
serted which  had  been  thus  omitted.  It  was  a  fraud  of  the 
most  gross  and  glaring  kind  on  the  part  of  the  annuitant, 
not  to  allow  the  introduction  of  a  power  which  was  the  sub- 
ject of  an  express  agreement,  and  which  was  left  out  of  the 
agreement  to  render  him  secure,  though  the  real  agreement 
was  to  have  it  inserted.  At  the  time  the  Court  was  asked 
to  insert  that  power,  it  had  been  decided  that  it  would  not 
damage  the  security ;  but  a  very  great  Judge  has  held  that, 
in  such  a  case,  the  Court  cannot  relieve,  because,  although 
it  may  be  a  fraud  upon  the  party  not  to  perform  that  pa- 
rol agreement,  you  must  leave  him  to  perform  it  according 
to  his  conscience,  because  the  parties  did  what  they  in- 
tended; they  omitted  it,  instead  of  inserting  it.  So,  here 
it  was  their  express  intention  not  to  insert  it;  they  knew 
how  diflicult  it  was  to  come  to  any  understanding  upon  it, 
they  knew  it  was  one  thing  to  represent  and  inquire  into 
the  representations,  and  another  thing  to  prove  them.  A 
deputation  goes  down;  they  become  satisfied,  but  the  ge- 
neral body  is  not.  The  attempt  to  falsify  the  statement  of 
the  expense  has  taken  years.  One  accountant  has  been 
paid  between  1800/.  and  1900/.,  and  he  has  taken  years  to 
find  out  that  the  statements  are  wrong.  On  cross-exami- 
nation he  admits  he  has  received  between  1800/.  and 
1900/.,  and  expects  to  receive  more. 

What  the  plaintiffs  now  say  is,  that  these  representa- 
tions are  to  form  part  of  the  contract;  and  suppose  they 
bad  said,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  here  are  these  repre- 
sentations, we  have  taken  them  down,  (previous  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract  of  the  10th  of  June,  what  had  been 
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1832.  taken  down  by  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  bad  nerer  been  shewB 
to  Mr.  AUwoodf  directly  or  indirectly),  tbey  are  your  rd- 
presentationsj  we  will  put  them  into  a  schedulei  and  recite, 
— ^Whereas,  in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  are  con- 
tained the  representations  of  Mr.  Atiwood^  upcm  which  this 
contract  has  been  entered  into  on  the  part  of  the  Com- 
pany. Now,  it  is  h^eby  declared,  that  upon  those  re- 
presentations the  purchasers  will  buy  at  a  certain  sum. 
The  moment  they  had  said  so,  Mr.  Attwood  would  have 
saidy  I  hare  no  means  of  speaking,  as  I  have  already  toU 
you  (and  as  it  is  proved  he  did  tell  them),  I  have  no  means 
of  speaking  with  absolute  certainty  as  to  those  facts ;  if  you 
expect  me  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  those  representa- 
tions annexed,  we  must  first  set  about  inquiring  into  them. 
If  this  had  been  done,  the  contract  would  have  begun 
with  a  litigation ;  the  accountants,  engineers,  and  agents, 
and  all  sorts  of  persons,  would  have  been  employed  at  an 
expense  of  thousands  and  tens  of  thousands;  and  by  the 
time  that  iron  had  fidlen  from  IGL  to  3/.,  the  actual  state 
of  the  matter  would  have  been  known.  But  the  Company 
never  meant  it.  They  knew  the  contract  could  not  be  en- 
tered into  upon  that  basis,  and  as  they  were  determined 
to  have  the  property,  nothing  would  have  suited  them 
so  ill,  as  that  such  a  statement  should  be  made  a  term  of 
the  contract.  They  knew  that  they  could  require  it,  if 
they  meant  to  treat  it  as  the  basis  of  the  contract;  but 
they  meant  it  not,  and  there  was  nothing  further  from 
their  intention.  This  case,  tfaeiefinre,  comes  within  all  the 
authorities. 

In  Morilock  v.  Butter  (a),  Lord  Etdon  says,  *'  There  is 
nothing  in  the  circumstances  that  could  induce  me  to  think 
the  plaintiff  could  be  restrained  from  using  all  the  reme- 
dies he  might  have  at  law,  if  a  bill  had  been  filed  to  have 
the  contract  delivered  up.     It  is  much  too  late  to  discuss 

(fl)  10Ve8.306. 
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HOW  whether  this  Court  ought  to  order  a  contract  that  it         ISd'i. 
would  not  specifically  perform  to  be  delivered  up,  and  to        ^^^^  ^ 
decree  the  performance  of  a  contract^  which  it  would  not 
order  to  be  delivered  up;  for  the  distinction  is  always 
laid  down:  there  are  many  cases  in  which  the  party  has 
pbtained  a  right  to  sue  upon  the  contract  at  law,  and 
under  such  drcumstances,  that  his  conscience  cannot  be 
liflected  here,  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  that  remedy;  and 
.yety  on  the  other  hand,  the  Court  declaring  he  ought  to  be 
at  liberty  to  proceed  at  law,  will  not  actively  interpose  to 
aid  him^  and  specifically  perform  the  contract.    TwitUng  v. 
Morrison  (a),  and  many  other  cases  are  of  thataort."  The 
Court  may  therefore  refuse  to  rescind  a  contract  in  a  hun- 
dred cases,  in  every  one  of  which  a  specific  performance 
would  be  decreed.     The  Court  has  no  right  to  take  away 
the  remedy  which  a  man  has  at  law.     In  diis  case,  if  the 
plaintiffs  have  been  deceived,  they  can  maintain  an  action 
for  the  deceit,  and  a  jury  will  award  to  them  whatever  da- 
mages it  may  be  proper  to  pay  for  the  deceit,  if  any,  that 
Mr.  Attwood  has  been  guilty  of. 

Of  the  cases  referred  to,  some  have  but  little  bearing 
upon  the  case,  and  others  have  none  at  all.  Lysney  v.  SeU 
by  was  a  case  of  a  false  representation  of  rent;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  rent  was  within  the  knowledge  of  the  parties; 
and,  after  great  doubt,  it  was   decided  that  the  action 
would  lie ;  and,  upon  motion,  an  arrest  of  jtnlgment  was 
refused;  and  HoU^  Chief  Justice,  says,  **  If  it  were  not  for 
that  resolution,  I  should  think  it  a  hard  action  to  maintain. 
The  difierenee  is  there  taken  between  the  annual  value  and 
the  val«e  in  gross*    If  the  vendee  does  not  depend  upon 
the  afiirmatioo  of  the  vendor,  but  sends  to  inquire  into  the 
•value  of  the  property,  there  it  is  not  reasonable  he  should 
recover.     But  if  the  vendor  gives  in  a  particular  of  the 
rents,  and  the  vendee  says  he  will  trust  him,  and  inquires 
no  further,  but  relies  upon  his  particular,  there,  if  the  par- 

(a)  2  Bro.  €.  C.  326. 
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1832.  ticular  be  false,  an  action  will  lie :  but  if  the  vendee  will 
go  and  inquire  further  what  the  rents  are,  there  it  seems 
unreasonable  he  should  have  any  action,  though  the  parti* 
cular  be  false^  because  he  did  not  rely  upon  the  particu« 
lar«'*  So  that,  taking  the  case  of  Lysney  v*  Selhy  as  it 
stands,  it  is  an  authority  against  the  plaintiffs,  for,  it  is 
perfectly  absurd  for  them  to  say,  they  placed  any  reliance 
upon  Mr.  dttwood*$  representations.  They  went  over  and 
over  again  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  them;  they  did  not  de- 
pend upon  them;  and  therefore  they  could  not  maintain 
an  action. 

Dobell  V.  Stevens  was  an  action  upon  the  case  for  a  de- 
ceitful representation  upon  the  sale  of  beer  and  spirits  in 
a  public  house ;  the  man  had  stated  falsely  his  sales  and 
returns,  those  being  two  simple  facts  within  his  know- 
ledge; the  books  were  in  his  house,  and  he  knew  that  the 
statement  was  false.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  the 
plaintiff  might  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  de« 
ceitful  representations,  although  they  were  not  noticed  in 
the  conveyance  of  the  premises,  or  in  a  written  memoran- 
dum of  the  bargain,  which  was  drawn  up  after  those  re- 
presentations were  made;  and  Lord  Tenterden  refers  to 
Lysney  v.  Selby.  Those  are  the  only  two  authorities  in 
the  books  upon  the  subject.  Lysney  v.  Selhy  is  not  a  very 
high  authority;  it  does  not  bear  upon  this  case;  and  Do* 
bell  V.  Stevens  was  decided  upon  the  authority  of  that  case. 

It  is  not  contended  that  an  action  cannot  be  brought 
for  deceit;  but  it  is  independent  of  the  contract,  and 
does  not  touch  it ;  it  does  not  go  against  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  though  it  is  trenching  upon  it,  and  deserves 
to  be  very  gravely  considered.  The  authorities  are  not 
very  decisive;  they  are  open  to  doubt;  but  if  they  are 
authorities,  let  this  Company  bring  an  action  against  Mr* 
Attwood^  and  try  their  case  in  an  action  for  deceit. 
.    Turner  v.  Harvey  (a)  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case; 

(a)  Jacob,  169. 
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the  purchaser  in  that  case  concealed  the  dropping  of  a  life»         1832. 
which  was  unknown,  as  he  was  aware,  to  the  seller,  and 
which  increased  considerably  the  value  of  the  property. 
It  was  a  clear,  gross,  manifest  fraud,  which  only  requires 
stating  to  shew  that  relief  was  consequential* 

In  Beaumont  v.  Dukes  (a),  parol  evidence  was  read  for 
the  defendants ;  but  it  was  of  a  written  representation,  read 
at  the  sale,  of  intended  improvements  not  carried  into  effect. 
Lord  Clermont  v.  Ti»sburgh{b)  is  a  case  of  the  same  sort; 
the  evidence  was  used  by  the  defendant,  and  not  by  the 
plaintiff*.  The  Attorney-General  v.  Morgan  {c)  was  a 
case  of  a  charity  lease  set  aside;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  a  covenant  by  trustees,  which  had  guaranteed 
the  actual  enjoyment,  could  be  enforced.  The  Court  set 
aside  the  lease  upon  grounds  applicable  to  such  cases, 
and  which  have  no  bearing  upon  the  present  case. 

In  Edwards  y.M'Leay{d)f  the  seller,  knowing  that  a 
part  of  the  estate,  and  a  very  important  part  of  it,  being 
a  house  and  land  upon  Clapham  Common^  was  copyhold, 
and  had  been  for  years  treated  as  such,  and  not  as  fee 
simple,  concealed  that  circumstance,  though  he  was  aware 
of  it,  and  sold  the  whole  estate  as  a  fee  simple  estate, 
without  giving  any  notice  of  the  defect  in  the  title.  When 
the  purchaser  discovered  it,  he  filed  his  bill  to  be  re- 
lieved. It  was  not  a  bill  for  relief  from  an  agreement, 
but  to  set  aside  a  conveyance;  and  Sir  William  Grant 
gave  the  relief:  there  wad  as  complete  a  fraud  as  was 
ever  committed,  and  no  person  could  have  been  com- 
pelled to  take  that  which  never  formed  part  of  the  con- 
tract, and  which  was  not  provided  for,  because  only  one 
party  knew  it  to  exist.  It  had  never  been  discussed  as 
a  question  of  representation,  because  there  was  only  one 
representation — that  the  vendor  was  seised  in  fee  of  the 


(a)  Jacob,  422.  (c)  2Ru86. 306. 

(5)  IJac.  &  W.  1 1 2.  (cO  Coop.  308 ;  2  Swanst.  287. 
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1832^  whole,  notwithstanding  he  knew  that  the  most  important 
part  was  copyhold  land.  That  case  came  before  Lord 
Eldon  upon  appeal,  and  he  affirmed  the  decree.  His 
Lordship  said,  ''  The  case  resolves  itself  into  this  ques- 
tion, whether  the  representation  made  to  the  plaintiff  was 
Aot,  in  the  sense  in  which  we  use  the  term,  fraudulent; 
I  am  not  apprised  of  any  such  decision ;  but  I  agree  with 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls^  that  if  one  party  make  a  repre- 
sentation which  he  knows  to  be  false,  but  the  falsehood  of 
which  the  other  party  has  no  means  of  knowingj  this 
Court  will  rescind  the  contract*'*  In  a  case  of  direct 
fraud,  as  that  was,  the  Court  may  unquestionably  give  re- 
Kef;  but  the  Court  ought  not  to  receiye  parol  evidence  to 
rescind,  or  enforce,  with  a  variation,  a  written  agreement, 
where  representations  may  have  been  made  innocently  or 
•  by  mistake,  or  carelessly,  and  not  fraudulently.  Thb  is 
proved  by  Pewell  v.  Edwarcb.'  in  that  case,  if  the  repre* 
sentation  had  been  considered  as  a  mere  trap  or  fraud,  the 
seller  could  not  have  recovered  in  that  action;  but  al- 
though the  representation  was  made,  and  .although  the 
representation  was  false,  and  although  the  representation 
must  have  had  great  influence  upon  the  biddings  of  the 
purchaser,  it  was  heM  he  could  not  be  relieved  from  that 
fraud,  but  must  depend  upon  the  written  contract,  and 
could  not  get  out  of  it.  To  get  rid  of  the  rule,  therefore, 
and  establish  the  right  out  of  the  contract,  and  inde- 
pendently of  the  etatttte,  a  clear  positive  fraud  must  be 
proved. 

Even  in  cases  of  mistake,  where  a  bill  is  filed  to  rescind 
a  contract,  the  extent  to  which  it  is  denied  or  explained  by 
the  answer  of  the  defendant  must  not  be  forgotten ;  and 
the  evidence  must  be  equal  to  the  admission  of  the  party, 
in  order  to  enable  tlie  Court  to  alter  the  contract  upon  a 
mistake  of  that  nature ;  and  if,  in  a  case  of  this  sort,  it  can- 
not be  put  upon  fraud,  a  mistake  cannot  be  corrected  un- 
less the  party  submits  to  have  it  corrected. 
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In  Cadman  v.  Homer  (a),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  says,  1892. 
^*  The  evidence  of  the  taadequacy  of  the  price  in  this  case 
II  considerably  shaken  by  the  defendant's  admission  of  the 
clear  rent  of  the  premises.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that 
he  could  be  ignorant  of  the  value,  having  so  recently  pur- 
chased the  estate,  and  laid  out  money  in  the  improvement 
of  it;  and  it  is  not  easy  to  comprehend  his  conduct;  nor 
does  nusrepresentation  by  the  plaintiff  in  regard  to  what 
was  requisite  for  the  repairs  of  the  houses,  by  any  means 
account  for  the  disparity  between  the  prices  paid  for  the 
estate  and  the  sum  at  which  the  witnesses  value  it;  yetj 
as,  upon  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  a  de* 
gree  of  misrepresentatian,  operating  to  a  certain,  thoij^h 
a  smaU  extent,  that  misrepresentation  disqualifies  him  from 
calling  for  the  aid  of  a  Court  of  equity,  where  be  must 
come,  as  it  is  said,  with  dean  bands.  He  must,  to  entitle 
bin  to  relief,  be  lidble  to  no  imputation  in  the  transaction.*' 

It  will  be  dtstiactly  proved,  that  these  plaintiffs  are  as 
liable  to  as  much  imputation  throughout  this  transaction 
as  it  is  possible  for  plaintiffl  to  be;  and  if  that  is  made  out 
by  evidence,  then  it  will  not  be  a  caae  in  which  a  party  is 
guilty  of  a  degree  of  misrepresentation,  although  slight, 
although  small,  but  a  powerful  case  of  misrepresentation 
against  the  Company;  and  then  Cadman  v.  Homer ^  whidi 
is  only  one  of  a  great  many  aulihorities  estaUiidiing  the 
same  rule,  will  prevent  the  Court  from  giving  relief  to 
these  parties,  as  not  coming  with  what  is  technically  call- 
ed clean  hands. 

Mr.  Knightf  in  reply. — Two  propositions  of  law  have 
been  raised  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Attwood,  one  is  with  refer- 
ence to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence,  and  the  other  with 
respect  to  the  parties.  Numerous  authorities  have  been 
cited  and  read  to  prove  the  proposition,  tliat  a  contract 
cannot  be  added  to  by  parol.  That  proposition  never  was 
disputed,  for  the  present  case  has  nothing  to  do  with  iL 

(«)  18  Vc8.  10. 
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1832.  If  there  be  one  proposition  clearer  in  tlie  law  than  another, 
it  is,  that  a  party  is  at  liberty  to  prove^  if  he  can,  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  he  is  not  bound  by  a  contract,  that  he 
was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract  by  representations 
and  suppressions,  fraudulent  and  false.  That  proposition 
is  not  denied,  nor  even  questioned,  by  any  one  of  the  nu- 
merous cases  that  have  been  cited.  Not  one  of  those  cases 
can  be  opened,  whether  it  be  in  a  Court  of  law  or  a  Court 
of  equity,  without  finding  that  fraud  is  always  expressly 
excepted.  And,  in  the  cases  in  which  the  Court  has  been 
obliged  by  the  rules  of  law  to  reject  the  evidence,  the 
Court  has  always  guarded  itself  in  express  terms,  by  say- 
ing this  is  not  a  case  of  fraud,  if  it  were,  it  would  admit  of 
further  consideration.  Higginson  v.  Clowes,  in  the  se- 
cond report  of  it,  in  which  the  parties  were  reversed,  is  the 
only  case  in  which,  in  a  Court  of  equity,  evidence  to  add 
to  a  contract  by  parol  was  rejected  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant. But  what  occurred  in  that  case?  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer  went  on  higher  grounds;  he  dismissed  the  plain- 
tiff's bill  on  other  grounds;  and  therefore,  though  the 
evidence  of  the  defendant  was  rejected,  the  plaintiff  had 
no  relief;  but  in  that  very  case,  the  strongest  cited,  Sir 
ThomM  Plumer  expressly  says,  "  Here  is  no  fraud — here 
is  no  suggestion  of  fraud — I  have  looked  through  the  case> 
to  see  if  fraud  is  imputed,  and  I  can  see  no  trace  of  it;  and 
I  am  not,  therefore,  warranted  in  admitting  it  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.**  Such,  in  terms  also,  is  the  language 
of  Lord  Thurlow^  in  Lord  Irnham  v.  Child;  and  such  is 
the  language  of  all  the  Courts  of  common  law. 

It  is  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  they 
must  prove  fraud,  that  they  must  do  that  which  it  has  been 
admitted  was  the  exception  in  the  cases  cited. 

Several  cases  at  common  law  have  been  referred  to. 
Without  recapitulating  them,  one  observation  may  be 
made  in  respect  of  them,  namely,  that  a  dictum  is  to  be 
found  in  some  of  the  less  modem  authorities,  but  still 
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modern  authorities,  that,  to  relieve  a  party  from  a  con-  18S2. 
tract  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  the  defendant  must  be 
shewn  to  have  taken  measures  for  the  purpose  of  prevent- 
ing  the  plaintiff  from  discovering  the  fraud ;  this  is  laid 
down  in  some  of  the  judgments  of  the  Judges,  but  is  not 
warranted  by  the  decisions,  and  is  distinctly  contradicted 
by  the  later  decisions  in  Dobell  v.  Stephens,  and  the  other 
cases. 

In  Dobell  v.  Stephens  there  was  no  such  fact,  there 
was  misrepresentation.    It  was  the  case  of  the  purchase  of 
a  public-house,  on  which  occasion  the  profits  were  stated 
by  the  vendor  to  be  of  a  certain  amount,  and  the  quantity 
of  sales  were  stated  to  be  of  a  certain  amount;  the  books 
were  in  the  house,  but  were  not  looked  at;  the  purchaser 
reEed,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  on  the  statement  of  the  ven- 
dor, and  he  recovered  at  law.     Even  in  a  Court  of  law,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  go  beyond  the  false  assertion  of  the  fact 
It  is  not  necessary  that  endeavours  should  have  been  made 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  prevent  the  other  party 
from  discovering  it*    The  case  of  the  present  plaintiff  is 
fraud :  a  ground  on  which  it  has  been  admitted,  that,  if  ea- 
tablished,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  succeed. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  parties — ^the  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  Attwood,  is,  that  the  parties 
are  either  too  many  or  too  few.  It  is  just  every  thing  but 
what  it  ought  to  be.  A  great  proportion  of  Mr.  Attwaod^s 
answer  is  placed  on  the  ground,  that,  in  dealing  with  the 
British  Iron  Company ,  Mr.  Attwood  was  only  dealing  with 
Messrs.  Smalls  Shears,  and  Taylor.  It  is  proved,  and  has 
not  been  attempted  to  be  contested,  either  in  argument  or 
in  evidence,  that,  from  the  beginning  and  throughoQt,  Mr. 
Attwood  knew  that  he  was  dealing  with  the  British  Iron 
Company.  It  is  true,  that,  according  to  the  course  taken  by 
the  Company,  the  names  of  the  three  managing  directors 
were  used.  It  is  true,  that  if  Mr.  Attwood  had  suggested 
a  wish  that  those  names  only  should  have  been  used,  it 
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1832.  would  have  been  prudent  on  his  part^  inasmncli  as  he  was 
not  embarrassed  with  a  number  of  multitudinous  contrac- 
tors. These  three  parties  we  have  upon  the  record ;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  the  bill  must  fail  either  because 
we  have  more  than  three,  or  because  we  have  not  a  suffi- 
cient number  beyond  the  three. 

It  stands  established  and  uncontradicted  that  these  three 
are  trustees  for  the  partnership,  called  The  British  Iron 
Company.    That  is  not  questioned.    It  is  a  new  proposi- 
tion in  a  Court  of  equity,  that  trustees  not  only  may,  but 
ought  to,  sue  without  their  cestui  que  trust.    They  cannot 
doit;  they  are  trustees  for  the  partnership;  and  the  in- 
terest in  the  view  of  a  Court  of  equity  is  substantially  in 
that  partnership;  and  without  that  which  substantially  re- 
presents their  cestui  que  trusty  they  would  have  acted  im- 
properly in  suing,  though  it  cannot  be  contended  that  all 
their  cestui  que  trust  should  have  been  parties — that  would 
have  been  a  mere  denial  of  justice — they  amount  to  up- 
wards of  five  hundred  in  number,  and  relief  would  have 
been  utterly  impossible.     The  consequence  is,  if  in  a  case 
of  this  description  these  objections  were  to  prevail,  the 
Courts  of  justice  in  this  country  would,  while  they  ac- 
knowledge the  legality  of  partnerships  of  this  description, 
(and  the  question  of  the  illegality  of  them  has  been  ex- 
pressly abandoned  at  the  bar,  though  raised  throughout 
the  record  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Atttoood,)  deprive  this  part- 
nership of  its  rights,  and  subject  it  to  every  species  of 
fraud  which  those  dealing  with  it  may  wish  to  perpetrate. 

It  has  been  urged  that  there  are  cases  in  which  the 
Court  win  not  act  without  the  total  number  of  a  very  ex- 
tensive partnership.  The  only  case  in  which  the  Court 
has  proceeded  upon  that  principle,  has  been  the  disso- 
lution of  a  partnership,  where  the  rights  of  every  indivi- 
dual member  are  severally  affected,  where  each  has  of 
necessiiy  a  right  to  contribution  against  the  other,  which 
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the  Court,  acting  for  the  purpose  of  dissolution^  must  eh-  1832. 
force.  What  bearing  has  that  upon  the  present  case? 
This  case  is  an  equitable  action  for  money  bad  and  re- 
ceived ;  an  equitable  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  otn 
tained  by  fraud,  necessarily  connected  with  the  account 
which  this  Court  mnst  direct  for  the  purpose  of  restoring 
the  parties  to  their  original  situation  in  respect  of  rent  and 
expenditure  and  interest.  Again,  it  is  said  that  the  doc- 
trine of  Lord  Eldonj  in  Coekbum  v.  TAompsonf  and  in 
Adair  v.  The  New  River  Company^  and  numerous  other 
cases  of  that  description,  particularly  Hiichens  v.  CSwi- 
greve^  applied  only  to  cases  where  that  which  is  the  object 
of  the  suit  must  have  been  for  the  benefit  of  the  partnership. 
But  there  is  no  such  rule  any  where  laid  down,  or  to  be 
found  in  any  of  the  books;  the  question  is  as  to  the  right 
of  suit  between  an  extensive  partnership  and  another  per- 
son. If  it  be  so,  if  the  object  may  be  for  the  benefit  of 
the  partnership,  some  have  a  right  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the 
others.  The  cases  of  prise-money,  and  suits  instituted  to 
set  aside  agreements  in  derogation  of  common  rights,  are 
all  cases  in  which,  by  a  supposable  possibility,  the  pro- 
ceedings may  not  have  been  for  the  advantage  of  all  the 
parties. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  there  may  be  collusion ;  that 
the  plaintifis  on  the  record  may  be  acting  in  collusion  with 
the  defendant  Aiiwood,  and  that  these  proceedings  ma^ 
be  questioned  by  other  members  of  the  partnership.  Now; 
in  the  first  place,  the  argument  of  collusion  is  not  open  to 
the  defendant  Aitwoodf  because  upon  that,  at  least,  it  is 
an  important  thing  to  suggest  that  there  should  not  be  any 
thing  stated  that  is  not  contained  upon  the  record ;  and  in 
the  defendant's  answer  there  is  no  trace  of  it  from  the  be- 
ginning to  the  end,  it  is  not  even  suggested.  But  this  suit 
cannot  be  objected  to  effectually  by  other  members  of  the 
partnership.  The  decree  proceeding  upoti  the  footing; 
that  some  effectually  represent  all,  will  effectually  conclude 
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1832.  alL  The  suit  being  instituted  by  some  on  behalf  of  all, 
the  decree  would  of  necessity  be  pleadable  against  another 
suit;  and  the  only  remedy  by  any  member  who  wished  to 
question  what  is  done  here  would  be  by  a  suit  against  the 
plaintiffs  who  instituted  this  suit  against  Mr,  ^itwood; 
but  the  question  with  Mr.  Jttwood  would  be  concluded  by 
the  decree  upon  the  present  record. 

No  other  suit  could  be  instituted  without  the  presence 
of  the  three  contracting  parties.  A  cestui  que  trust  can- 
not sue  without  his  trustee.  The  contract  was  made  by 
Smailf  Shears,  and  Taylor.  No  suit  having  a  reference 
to  the  contract  could  be  sustained  without  the  presence  of 
those  three — those  three  parties  must,  of  necessity,  be 
parties  to  any  other  record. 

But  this  is  not  the  common  case  of  some  taking  on 
themselves  arbitrarily  to  sue  on  behalf  of  all  others,  and 
undertaking  to  represent  the  others.  By  the  deed  of 
constitution  of  thu  Company,  the  whole  authority  of  the 
partnership,  with  regard  to  all  questions  of  property  and 
management,  is  delegated  to  the  three  plaintiffs  upon  this 
record;  every  trustee,  every  managing  director,  and  every 
other  director,  it  is  proved,  is  a  party ;  it  is  that  body, 
which  by  the  constitution  of  their  partnership  is  expressly 
intrusted  with  the  right  of  suing  and  managing  and  dealing 
with  the  property.  It  is  true  that  they  might  exercise 
that  power  collusively  and  fraudulently;  but  that  would 
only  be  a  question  between  the  members  and  themselves; 
it  cannot  be  suggested  by  this  record,  and  it  is  not  put  in 
issue  by  the  answer;  the  consequence  is,  that,  this  being  a 
partnership  formed  amongst  its  members,  governed  by 
certain  rules,  by  which  rules  some  are  to  represent  all  in 
all  suits,  and  in  the  management  of  their  property,  some 
suing  on  behalf  of  all  will  bind  all.  There  is  this  spe- 
cial circumstance  in  this  case,  which,  in  the  absence  of  the 
general  rule,  would  render  it  imperatively  the.  duty  of  the 
Court  to  act  upon  it* 
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How  have  these  plaintiffs  been  dealt  with  by  the  Court  1932. 
and  their  adversary  ?  If  this  objection  is  to  prevail,  the  ob- 
jection is  patent  upon  the  record.  In  the  first  place,  it  was 
matter  of  demurrer ;  there  has  been  no  demurrer  in  this  case, 
and  there  is  no  case  to  be  found  in  the  books^  in  which,  in  a 
Court  of  equity,  a  suit  was  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  on 
any  ground  respecting  parties,  or  deficient  parties.  There 
is  no -such  case.  We  are  now  at  the  hearing,  and  not 
upon  demurrer;  and  if,  therefore,  the  argument  were  well 
founded,  the  time  is  gone  by. 

Not  only  is  the  objection  patent  upon  the  bill,  but  the 
objection  is  alluded  to  by  the  answer.  Order  af^er  order 
has  the  Court  made  in  this  cause,  with  the  objection  pa- 
tent before  it.  The  plaintiffs  are  now  in  possession  of  an 
injunction  granted  by  one  of  the  most  cautious  and  expe- 
rienced Judges  that  ever  sat  in  a  Court  of  equity,  in  a  cas3 
in  which  of  necessity  the  whole  of  the  different  answers  must 
have  been  taken  to  be  true,  and  upon  which  the  plaintiffs 
had  no  opportunity  of  disproving  any  one  of  those  state- 
ments; yet  such  was  the  answer,  which  we  had  no  opportu- 
nity of  meeting,  such  was  the  case  stated  by  Mr.  AUwood 
himself,  that,  upon  the  face  of  the  answer.  Sir  William  Alex- 
ander  granted  an  injunction,  which  continues  to  the  present 
time,  from  which  the  defendant  has  never  appealed,  and 
which  the  Court  is  now  called  upon  to  displace  by  dismissing 
this  bill,  when  by  no  posssibility  can  the  defendant  have 
added  to  the  case  made  by  his  answer,  which,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  that  application,  was  taken  as  true. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B — The  plaintiffs  in  this  1832. 
case  are  members  of  a  partnership,  styled  the  British 
Iron  Company:  when  I  say  they  are  members  of  a  part- 
nership, they  form  a  few  of  the  members  of  that  partner- 
ship; and  they  profess  to  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  the  rest  of  the  members  of  the  firm,  with  the  ex- 
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1832.  ception  of  two  individuals,  John  Taylor  and  Philip  Toy- 
Small  ^^>  ^^^  ^^^  defendants.  The  principal  defendant  upon 
the  record  is  Mr.  John  Attwood.  The  object  of  this  suit  is 
to  vacate  certain  agreements  which  bear  date  the  10th  of 
June,  the  1st  of  October,  and  the  4th  of  November,  in  the 
year  18S5;  and  the  ground  upon  which  it  is  contended  that 
the  Court  ought  to  give  judgment  that  these  agreements  be 
vacated  is^  that  during  the  negotiation,  which  terminated  in 
in  those  agreements,  certain  misrepresentations,  known  to 
be  such,  were  made  by  Mr.  AUwood  with  respect  to  mate- 
rial facts,  upon  which  the  value  of  this  property,  and  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  it,  depended.  This  is  the  main  ground 
of  the  suit. 

Three  of  the  defendants^  Mr.  Richard  Edwards,  Mr. 
Henry  James,  and  Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  are  made  defen- 
dants in  this  suit,  on  the  ground  of  their  having  acted  in 
concert  with  Mr.  Attwood,  either  with  respect  to  the  misre- 
presentations to  which  I  have  adverted,  or  in  endeavouring 
afterwards  to  conceal  them  from  the  plaintiffs.  The  re- 
maining defendant,  Mr.  John  Taylor,  was  originally  a 
plaintiff,  and  is  made  a  defendant  only  because  it  was  sup- 
posed that  it  was  proper  that  he  should  be  a  party  to  these 
proceedings. 

Certain  objections  have  been  made  in  point  of  law  to  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  this  suit.  The  first  objec- 
tion to  which  I  shall  advert  is,  that  the  first  agreements  were 
entered  into  between  Mr.  John  Attwood  and  three  of  the 
partners  of  this  firm,  not  in  their  partnership  character,  or 
as  representing  the  firm,  but  in  their  individual  and  per- 
sonal characters.  It  is  said,  that  no  suit  can,  under  these 
circumstances,  be  maintained  by  the  partners,  or  on  be- 
half of  the  partners,  but  that  the  suit  must  be  instituted 
and  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  these  individuals.  It  ap- 
peared to  me,  that  this  objection,  though  repeatedly  ad- 
verted to,  was  not  very  confidently  pressed  on  the  part  of 
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the  defendants;  and  I  think  it  cannot  possibly  be  sustained.         1832. 
Where  a  contract  is  entered  into  by  a  person  as  agent  for        g 
another,  though  it  is  not  known  that  he  is  contracting  in  v. 

11  n  1  .  ...  AtTWOOD. 

the  character  of  agent,  at  law  an  action  may  be  maintain- 
ed either  in  the  name  of  the  agent  or  in  the  name  of  the 
principal:  and,  in  a  Court  of  equity,  [  apprehend  it  is  per- 
fectly clear,  that  where  a  contract  is  entered  into  by  an 
agent  in  his  own  name,  but  really  on  behalf  of  other  per- 
sons, it  is  necessary  that  those  other  persons,  as  being  in- 
terested in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  should  be,  in 
some  shape  or  other,  parties  to  the  contract.  I  am  per- 
fectly clear  that  there  is  no  foundation  therefore  for  the 
objection  to  which  I  have  adverted ;  and  I  may  also  observe 
that,  during  the  progress  of  this  treaty,  although  Mr.  Att- 
wood  continually  contended,  that  he  would  not  treat  with 
those  persons  in  their  characters  of  directors,  or  in  their 
characters  of  partners  of  the  company,  yet,  that  he  knew 
from  the  beginning  that  they  themselves  were  treating  as 
directors;  that  they  themselves  were  negotiating,  not  on 
their  own  account  alone,  but  for  the  partnership;  that  the 
funds  with  which  the  purchase  was  made  were  partnership 
funds;  that  the  profits  of  the  concern,  the  profit  of  the 
purchase,  if  any  profit  should  result  from  it,  would  go  to 
the  partnership ;  and  that  whatever  loss  should  be  sustain- 
ed would  fall  upon  the  partnership.  However,  I  do  nut 
rest  my  opinion  upon  these  circumstances,  I  rest  it  upon 
the  general  rule,  that  where  a  party  is  really  acting  as 
agent  for  another  in  a  contract,  and  a  suit  is  instituted  re- 
specting that  contract,  under  such  circumstances,  those  per- 
sons who  are  interested  in  the  question  must,  in  some  shape 
or  other,  in  a  Court  of  equity,  be  parties  to  the  record. 

The  second  objection,  in  point  of  law,  which  has  been 
urged  and  insisted  upon,  is,  that  all  the  members  of  this 
firm  must  be  parties  to  the  suit;  that  they  are  all  interest- 
ed in  the  question ;  and  that  it  is  the  rule  of  a  Court  of 

II  2 
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1832.         equity  that  all  persons  who  are  interested  in  a  question 
Small        ^hich  is  litigated  in  a  Court  of  equity,  must,  either  in  the 
^    ^'  shape  of  plaintiffs  or  defendants,  be  brought  before  the 

Court.  If  that  rule  were  to  apply,  in  its  strictness,  to  a 
case  of  this  description,  this  consequence  would  follow,  that 
justice  in  such  a  case  as  the  present  would  be  unattainable 
in  this  Court ;  because  it  is  perfectly  certain,  that  if  it  were 
necessary  to  put  upon  the  record  the  names  of  all  the 
persons  who  are  members  of  this  partnership,  or  were 
members  at  the  time  when  this  bill  was  filed,  (for  the^  then 
amounted  to  very  nearly  six  hundred),  it  would  be  ut- 
terly impossible  that  the  suit  could  ever  come  to  its  termi- 
nation, from  the  necessary  abatements  which  would,  from 
time  to  time,  take  place  from  deaths  and  other  causes. 
This  argument,  or  observation,  I  admit,  is  not  conclu- 
sive. I  admit,  that  the  general  rule  is,  that  all  persons 
who  are  interested  in  the  question  must  be  parties  to  a  suit 
instituted  in  a  Court  of  equity,  where  that  question  is  the 
object  of  the  suit ;  but  there  are  certain  exceptions  to  that 
rule,  which  were  established  at  a  very  early  period,  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  that  failure  of  justice  to  which  I 
have  referred. 

In  the  case  of  Meux  v.  Maltby  (a),  the  late  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  with  that  industry  which 
he  always  exhibited  upon  questions  of  this  nature,  has  col- 
lected all  the  authorities  down  to  that  time  upon  the  sub- 
ject, beginning  with  the  case  of  the  City  of  London  v. 
Richmond,  as  far  back  as  the  year  1701.  From  that  time 
to  the  present  it  has  been  a  rule,  as  I  understand,  of  Courts 
of  equity,  that  where  the  parties  are  so  numerous  as  to 
render  it  inconvenient  or  impracticable  that  they  should 
be  parties  to  the  record,  if  they  all  have  one  common  in- 
terest, a  few  may  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  of 
all  the  other  members  of  the  association.     I  apprehend 

(o)  2  Swanst.  277. 
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that  this  rule  will  apply  strictly  to  the  case  now  before  the  1832. 
Court :  the  object  of  this  suit  is  to  get  rid  of  a  disadvan- 
tageous agreement^  on  the  ground  of  imputed  fraud ; — an 
agreement  which  is  said  to  be  disadvantageous  and  ruin- 
ous to  the  interests  of  the  Company ;  and  all  the  members 
of  the  Company  therefore  stand,  in  that  respect,  in  the 
same  situation :  they  have  the  same  interest  to  get  rid  of 
this  agreement;  and,  upon  the  principle  which  I  have  stated, 
some  may  sue  in  their  own  name  and  in  the  name  of  the 
whole  association. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  this  case  comes  at  all  with- 
in the  principle  of  the  two  cases  which  were  cited  at  the 
bar,  which  are  exceptions,  if  I  may  so  express  myself,  to 
the  rule,  namely,  the  cases  of  Van  Sandau  v.  Moore  (a), 
and  another  case  of  Blain  v.  Agar  (6),  which  was  decid- 
ed, I  believe,  by  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Those 
were  cases  of  a  different  description,  in  which,  from 
the  nature  of  the  subject  in  Utigation,  it  was  necessary 

« 

that  every  individual  should  be  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ings. I  consider,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  foundation 
for  this  objection;  and  with  respect  to  the  argument  which 
was  pressed  of  the  inconvenience  and  evil  that  may  arise 
from  the  establishment  of  this  principle  in  a  case  of  this 
description,  namely,  that  there  may  be  collusion  between 
the  vendor  and  some  of  the  vendees,  to  get  rid  of  an 
agreement  which  the  vendor  might  be  desirous  to  get  rid 
of,  if  such  a  case  in  point  of  evidence  should  be  presented, 
the  Court,  in  that  case,  would  know  how  to  deal  with  it ;  but 
there  is  no  suggestion  of  any  such  collusion  in  the  present 
instance,  nor  any  thing  tending  to  it.  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  parties  who  are  the  plaintiffs 
upon  this  record  are  sufficient,  suing  in  their  own  names 
and  in  the  names  of  the  rest  of  the  firm,  to  maintain  this 
proceeding.  I  beg  to  be  understood  as  not  grounding  that 

(/i)l  Rhus.  441.  (6)  I  Sim.  37. 
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1832.  opinion  at  all  upon  the  terms  of  the  partnership  deed  or 
Small  ^eed  of  settlement;  because^  after  a  careful  consideration 
of  the  terms  of  that  deed,  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  any 
argument  in  favour  of  the  present  shape  of  this  suit  fairly 
arises  out  of  the  obvious  construction  of  that  instrument. 

The  third  objection  which  has  been  made  in  point  of 
law  to  the  plaintifi**8  right  to  sue  is  of  a  different  descrip- 
tion. That  objection  is,  that  an  agreement  has  been  en- 
tered into  between  Mr.  Altwood  on  the  one  side,  and  three 
of  the  members  of  this  partnership  on  the  other;  that  no- 
thing is  said  in  the  terms  of  that  agreement  with  respect 
to  the  price  at  which  iron  may  be  manufactured,  nor  any 
circumstances  of  that  description.  It  is  said,  therefore, 
that  this  being  a  written  agreement,  if  evidence  is  to  be 
allowed  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  statements 
made  while  the  agreement  was  under  consideration  are 
incorrect,  it  will  have  the  effect  of  allowing  parol  evidence 
to  be  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  terms  of 
the  written  contract,  which  is  contrary  to  every  principle 
of  law,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  But  I  think  that  this  is  not  a  fair  or  proper  view  of 
the  case.  The  case  that  is  attempted  to  be  made  out  at 
the  bar  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  which  they  con- 
tend they  have  established,  is  this : — They  say,  that  there 
were  mis-statements  made  with  respect  to  those  particulars 
which  were  the  bases  of  the  treaty;  that  they  were  not 
merely  mis-statements,  but  they  were  mis-statements  made 
by  Mr.  Atiwood^  he  knowing  at  the  time  that  they  were 
mis-statements ;  and  that  it  was  a  deception  practised  upon 
them ;  that  it  was  what  in  law  is  termed  a  fraud ;  and  that 
this  has  always  been  considered  as  an  exception  to  the 
rule  to  which  I  have  referred. 

There  is  no  doubt,  that  in  Courts  of  common  law,  al- 
though there  may  be  a  written  agreement,  if  there  has 
been  a  misrepresentation  of  material  facts  not  within  the 
view  of  the  party  to  whom  that  misrepresentation  is  made. 
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and  that  misrepresentation  is  made  knowingly,  so  as  to  1832. 
form  a  case  of  deception,  that,  notwithstanding  the  writ-  small 
ten  agreement,  an  action  may  be  maintained  for  the  pur-  ^' 

pose  of  recovering  damages  occasioned  by  such  misre- 
presentations. That  principle  was  established  so  far  back 
as  the  case  of  Eakins  v.  Tresham  (a),  in  the  reign  of 
Charles  the  Second.  It  was  afterwards  followed  up,  after 
some  doubt  and  much  consideration,  in  a  case  which 
has  been  cited  at  the  bar,  of  Lisney  v.  Selby  (6);  and 
it  has  been  recently  confirmed,  in  the  case  of  Dobellv, 
Stevens  (c),  also  cited  at  the  bar,  hy  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Kings  Bench,  The  case  of  Pickering  v.  Daw- 
son  (cf),  decided  in  the  Court  of  Common  Plecis  during 
the  time  Mr.  Justice  Gibbs  was  a  member  of  that  Court, 
was  cited  in  opposition  to  those  decisions;  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  me,  when  the  principle  of  that  decision  is  consi- 
dered, that  it  at  all  impugns  the  cases  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred; but  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  tends  to  confirm  them: 
for^  in  that  case  of  Pickering  v.  Dowson^  it  was  laid  down, 
tliat  if  there  was  any  deception  or  fraud,  an  action  might 
be  maintained;  although  a  particular  description  of  de- 
ception and  fraud  was  there  pointed  out.  But  if  a  misre- 
presentation be  made  of  a  material  fact,  the  correctness  of 
which  the  other  party  has  no  opportunity  of  knowing  at  the 
time,  and  it  is  made  intentionally  with  a  view  of  enhancing 
the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  article  that  is  contracted  for, 
I  ask  whether  any  case  of  fraud  more  distinct  and  precise 
than  a  case  of  that  description  can  be  pointed  out? 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  as  far  as  the  cases  at 
law  go,  where  a  misrepresentation  of  a  material  fact  not 
within  the  observation  of  the  opposite  party  is  made,  the 
person  making  the  misrepresentation  knowing  at  the  time 
that  his  statements  are  untrue,  under  such  circumstances 
an  action  may  be  maintained  at  law,  according  to  the  de- 

(a)  i  Keb.  510;  1  Lev.  102.  (c)  3  Baro.  &  Cress.  623. 

(*)  2  Lord  Raym.  1118.  ^d)  4  Taunt.  779. 
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1832.  cisions  I  have  stated,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  com- 
pensation in  damages  for  the  injury  the  party  has  sus- 
tained,  notwithstanding  the  contract  was  in  writing,  and 
notwithstanding  those  particulars  may  be  no  part  of  the 
terms  of  the  written  contract.  If  that  be  so,  it  would  fol- 
low also,  that  in  a  Court  of  equity,  as  it  appears  to  me,  a 
party  would  be  entitled  to  come  forward  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  redress,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  a  contract  found- 
ed on  such  fraudulent  misrepresentations. 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  I  should  deal  in  spe- 
culation on  a  point  of  this  kind,  because  the  point  has  been 
expressly  decided ;  not  lightly  decided,  but  decided  after 
careful  and  deliberate  consideration;  I  allude  to  the  case 
that  was  cited  at  the  bar,  of  Edwards  v.  M^heay  (a). 
That  case  came  on  before  Sir  William  Grant,  when  sitting 
as  Master  of  the  Rolls.  He  took  time  to  consider  his 
judgment;  and,  if  my  recollection  serves  me  right,  so 
anxious  was  he  upon  the  subject,  that  he  did  that  which 
is  unusual  in  Courts  of  equity,  he  gave  a  written  judg- 
ment, which  he  pronounced.  But  the  case  did  not  stop 
with  Sir  William  Grant,  it  came  afterwards,  by  appeal, 
before  Lord  Eldon,  It  was  argued  before  Lord  Eldon 
by  the  first  counsel  of  the  day,  and  Lord  Eldon^  after 
hearing  the  argument  (I  believe  he  did  not  take  time  to 
consider),  confirmed  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls.  Whatever  my  own  opinion,  therefore,  might  be, 
or,  whatever  doubts  I  might  entertain  upon  the  point,  if  I 
had  any,  I  should  not  think  myself  justified,  under  such 
circumstances,  in  running  counter  to  a  decision  so  much 
considered,  and  so  deliberately  pronounced.  But  my  judg- 
ment and  my  opinion  are  not  at  variance  with  the  principle 

9 

on  which  that  case  was  decided.  I  think  it  was  decided  on 
sound  principles — that  it  is  analogous  to  those  decisions  in 
the  Courts  of  common  law  to  which  I  have  referred,  and 
rests  upon  the  same  priociple;  and  that,  if  a  case  of  decep- 

{ft)  Coop.  308. 
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tton  is  made  out,  such  as  I  have  stated,  it  is  a  ground,  in         1832. 
this  Court,  or  in  any  Court  of  equity  to  which  an  applica- 
tion may  be  made,  to  set  aside  the  contract. 

Having  thus  disposed  of  these  preliminary  objections  in 
point  of  law,  it  becomes  now  necessary  to  advert  to  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  to  see  whether  such  a  case  as  it  was 
incumbent  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  make  out,  has  been  estab- 
lished by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence. 

It  will  be  convenient,  in  the  first  place,  that  I  should  state, 
in  a  very  summary  way,  the  history  of  this  negotiation  up  to 
the  time  when  it  was  completed  by  the  contract  of  the  4th 
November.  I  shall  do  this  in  very  general  terms,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  introducing  the  more  particular  observations  wliich 
I  shall  afterwards  make:  at  the  same  time,  I  think  it  right 
to  say,  that,  considering  the  immense  mass  of  evidence  that 
has  been  laid  before  the  Court  in  this  case,  consisting  of 
so  many  minute  and  almost  trifling  details,  it  cannot  be  ex- 
pected, that,  in  delivering  judgment  in  this  case,  I  should 
go  particularly  through  that  evidence.  Having  satisfied 
my  own  feelings,  in  attending  most  dehberately  and  most 
minutely  to  the  papers  which  I  have  had  some  time  to  con- 
sider, I  shall  satisfy  myself  with  stating  the  effect  which  the 
main  points  of  that  evidence  have  made  upon  my  mind. 

It  appears,  that  after  the  British  Iron  Company  had  been 
established  for  some  time,  and  had  made  some  purchases, 
a  proposition  was  made  to  it,  in  a  very  obscure  manner, 
by  Mr.  Attwood  himself,  and  afterwards  in  a  more  distinct 
and  precise  form  by  Mr.  Henry  James^  acting  as  the  avowed 
agent  for  Mr.  Attwood^  tu  the  British  Iron  Company^  to 
purchase  this  extensive  property,  of  which  Mr.  Attwood 
was  the  proprietor.  The  Company  declined  to  treat  in 
the  absence  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor^  upon  whose  judgment 
in  matters  of  this  kind  they  relied,  and  who  was  the  super- 
intendant  of  their  works.  Mr.  Taylor  soon  returned  to 
town,  and  the  treaty  went  on.  While  that  treaty  was  pend- 
ing, it  was  considered  advisable  that  Mr.Philip  Taylor 
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1832.  should  pay  a  visit  to  the  works^  not  for  the  purpose  of  any 
▼ery  minute  inspection,  because  the  time  which  was  allowed 
for  that  purpose  certainly  was  not  sufficient  for  a  minute 
inspection;  but  he  went  down,  remained  a  day  looking  ge- 
nerally at  the  works,  and  again  returned  to  London.  The 
books  were  there:  he  did  hot  inspect  the  books,  nor  did 
he  ask  to  inspect  the  books :  if  he  had  asked  to  see  them, 
it  is  difficult  to  say  what  answer  would  have  been  given ; 
nor,  if  he  had  asked  to  inspect  the  books,  and  had  inspected 
them  in  that  short  period,  could  any  satisfactory  informa- 
tion, that  could  have  been  relied  upon  at  least,  have  been 
obtained  in  consequence  of  such  inspection. 

V^hile  this  negotiation  was  going  on,  it  was  conducted, 
principally,  on  the  one  side  by  Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  and  by 
Mr.  Henry  James  and  Mr.  Attwood  on  the  other.  I  think 
Mr.  Henry  James  was  present  at  every  interview.  During 
the  progress  of  this  negotiation,  certain  statements  were 
verbally  made  by  Mr.  Altwood,  of  which  memoranda  were 
made  by  Mr.  Philip  Taylor:  it  was  absolutely  necessary 
that  some  information  of  this  kind  should  be  communicated; 
for  otherwise  the  Company  would  have  no  materials  on 
which  they  could  have  formed  any  opinion  lespecting  the 
valueof  theworks^or  the  price  that  should  be  paid  for  them. 
The  price  demanded  by  Mr.  Attwood  was  600,000/.  It  re- 
quired, therefore,  much  caution  and  deliberation,  before 
the  British  Iron  Company  entangled  themselves  in  a  con- 
cern of  this  description,  for  which  so  large  a  sum  of  mo- 
ney was  to  be  paid. 

The  facts  which  were  thus  stated  in  the  progress  of  the 
negotiation  I  have  alluded  to,  were  put  into  writing  by 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor;  and  they  are  contained  in  a  document 
which  has  been  repeatedly  referred  to,  and  which  is 
marked  P.  T.  1 .  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  and  the  Company 
were  satisfied  with  those  representations;  and  upon  the 
faith  of  those  representations,  and  upon  the  basis  of  those 
statements,  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  June  vfaLS  con- 
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eluded.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  state  the  terms  of  1832. 
that  agreement;  it  was  an  agreement  for  the  purchase,  at 
the  sum  of  600,000/.,  to  be  paid  in  the  manner  mentioned 
in  that  agreement  The  title  was  to  be  completed  by  the 
1st  of  October,  and  possession  to  be  delivered  on  that  day. 
The  time  passed  away,  and  it  appeared  clear  to  the  par- 
ties, that  the  title  could  not  be  completed  upon  the  day 
which  I  have  mentioned;  in  consequence  of  which  it  was 
proposed,  that  the  first  agreement  should  be  modified,  so 
as  to  apply  itself  to  the  new  circumstances  of  the  case. 
The  agreement  of  the  1st  of  October  was,  accordingly, 
prepared:  by  that  agreement  a  further  time  was  given  for 
the  completing  of  the  title,  and  for  executing  the  convey- 
ance; but,  of  the  money,  200,000/.,  I  think,  was  to  be 
paid  immediately,  and  the  parties  were  to  be  put  into 
possession,  with  certain  securities  and  guaranties,  to  which 
it  is  unnecessary  for  me  particularly  to  advert. 

The  parties  met  for  the  purpose  of  executing  this  agree- 
ment; but  Mr.  John  Taylor,  one  of  the  persons  who  had 
contracted,  was  absent;  he  was  at  that  time  in  Cornwall, 
Mr.  Attwood  had,  throughout,  made  it  a  point  that  he 
would  contract,  and  contract  only,  with  those  three  indi- 
viduals, and  with  those  three  individuals  personally:  he 
refused,  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  John  Taylor,  to 
sign  the  agreement.  On  that  evening,  without  mention- 
ing the  circumstance  to  any  person,  he  left  town,  and  went 
down  to  Comgreaves,  where  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  was  at  the 
time  residing,  with  the  intention  of  taking  possession  on 
the  1st  of  October,  He  communicated  to  Mr.  Philip  Tay- 
lor the  circumstances  which  had  occurred,  and  it  was  ar- 
ranged between  them  that  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  should  im- 
mediately proceed  to  Cornwall,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
ducing Mr.  John  Taylor  either  to  come  up  to  London,  and 
to  attend  a  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the 
agreement,  or  that  he  should  send  a  power  of  attorney, 
authorizing  some  person  to  act  for  him.     Some  reliance 
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1832.  was  placed  by  the  plaintifllB  upon  the  secrecy  with  which 
Mr.  Attwood  had  proceeded  upon  thb  occasion ;  he  had 
not  mentioned  his  intention  of  going  to  Camgreaves  even 
to  his  own  solicitor,  Mr.  Hetriii,  and  some  inferences  un- 
favourable to  Mr.  Attwood  were  attempted  to  be  drawn 
from  that  circumstance;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me, 
that  there  is  any  fair  foundation  for  any  such  inferences. 
When  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  arrived  at  Bristol,  he  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  directors,  communicating  all  the  circum- 
stances. It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  intention 
to  keep  the  matter  secret;  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  ob« 
ject  which  Mr.  Attwood  had  in  view  in  going  thus  sud- 
denly to  ComgreaveSf  was,  to  do  that  which  he  did  upon 
the  following  day,  namely,  give  an  order  that  the  Bri^ 
tish  Iron  Company  should  not  interfere  with  the  works. 
It  will  be  found  in  the  evidence,  I  do  not  at  this  moment 
know  to  what  part  of  it  to  advert,  (but  it  will  be  found  in 
the  evidence,)  that  he,  on  the  following  day,  said  there 
would  be  some  dispute,  probably,  with  the  Company;  that 
every  thing,  therefore,  should  be  regular,  and  that  the 
agents  and  members  of  the  Company  should  not  be  al- 
lowed at  ail  to  interfere  with  the  works. 

Now  I  am  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  it  will  be  proper 
I  should  advert  also  to  another  observation  connected 
with  it,  which  is,  that  while  these  negotiations  were  carry- 
ing on,  it  was  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Attwood^ 
anxiously  attended  to  by  him,  that  the  strictest  secrecy 
should  be  observed.  Many  observations  have  been  made 
to  the  disadvantage  of  Mr.  Attwood,  arising  out  of  this 
circumstance ;  and  it  was  suggested  that  Mr.  Attwood  was 
afraid,  that  if  it  were  known  that  the  British  Iron  Com* 
pony  were  in  treaty  for  these  works,  information  might 
reach  their  ears  that  might  render  it  impossible  for  him 
to  accomplish  the  object  he  had  in  view ;  but  when  I  con- 
sider the  situation  in  which  Mr.  Attwood  stood  ;  of  how 
much  importance  it  was  to  him,  considering  the  nature  of 
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this  property,  and  his  connections  (I  mean  connections  in  1832. 
the  way  of  trade),  with  reference  to  this  property,  that  it 
should  not  be  known  that  any  negotiation  had  been  car- 
ried on;  and  if  that  negotiation  failed,  how  it  would  have 
affected  his  interest  in  a  great  variety  of  ways,  I  confess 
it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  there  are  any  sufficient 
grounds  to  impute  any  thing  to  Mr.  Aitwood,  by  reason 
of  his  constant  desire  that  secrecy  should  be  preserved 
during  the  pendency  of  these  negotiations. 

Mr.  Philip  Taylor  saw  his  brother  in  Cornwall,  and 
returned  with  a  power  of  attorney ;  and  on  the  10th  of  Oo 
tober,  a  second  meeting  took  place  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
ecuting this  agreement.  Mr.  Attwood  read  the  power  of 
attorney.  The  power  of  attorney  was  not  executed  by 
Mr.  John  Taylor,  in  his  own  individual  and  personal  char- 
acter, but  as  a  director  of  the  Company,  and  Mr.  Alt-' 
wood,  therefore,  adhering  to  the  same  principle  which  he 
bad  pursued  throughout,  of  having  nothing  to  do  with 

the  Company,  or  nothing  to  do  with  these  individuals  in 

« 

their  character  as  directors,  refused,  under  those  circum- 
stances, to  sign  the  agreement.  He  objected  to  the  form 
of  the  power,  the  consequence  of  which  was,  that  the 
meeting  broke  up ;  and  after  the  breaking  up  of  the  meet- 
ing Mr.  Attwood  left  the  place. 

On  the  14th  of  October,  four  days  afterwards,  a  letter 
was  written,  or  two  letters,  I  should  rather  say,  were  writ- 
ten by  Messrs.  Martineau  Sf  MaUon,  one  addressed  to 
Mr.  Attwood,  and  the  other  to  his  solicitors,  Messrs. 
Bourdillon  ^  Hewitt,  informing  them,  that  unless  the 
title  was  completed  by  the  1st  of  November,  proceedings 
would  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  comple- 
tion, or  for  the  return  of  the  deposit;  and  after  this, 
(I  believe  on  the  ^Oth  or  the  21st),  a  meeting  of  the 
directors  took  place  among  themselves,  and  much  dis- 
cussion arose  at  that  meeting  with  respect  to  the  pro- 
priety of  concluding  the  bargain.     In  the  course  of  the 
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1832.  discussions  at  that  meeting,  it  was  thrown  out,  that*  the 
price  to  be  paid  was  too  great ;  and  it  was  hinted  that 
the  representations  made  by  Mr.  Attwood  were  incorrect, 
and  were  not  warranted  by  the  facts ;  and  some  person 
suggested,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  an  end  to  this  spe- 
cies  of  controversy,  that  it  would  be  proper  that  a  depu- 
tation of  the  directors  should  go  down  to  Comgreaves, 
for  the  purpose  of  verifying  those  statements;  and  ac- 
cordingly a  message  was  sent  to  Mr.  Attwood^  to  know 
whether  he  would  consent  that  a  deputation  should  go 
down  for  that  purpose.  Mr.  Attwood^  after  taking  some 
time  to  consider  it,  assented  to  the  proposition.  He  and 
Mr.  James  went  down;  three  of  the  directors  also  went 
down,  Mr.  Donaldson^  Mr.  Leathley,  and  Mr.  Small, 
accompanied,  as  such,  by  Mr.  Brunion,  Mr.  Morrison,  and 
Mr.  Joseph  Harrison.  The  investigation  took  place;  the 
books  of  the  concern  were  produced  by  Messrs.  James  and 
Edwards  to  the  deputation;  and  certain  statements  were 
produced,  to  which  I  particularly  adverted  in  examining 
the  evidence,  and  which  have  been  distinguished  by  the 
name  of  twelve  papers  marked  D.  1  to  12  in  succession, 
with  the  exception  of  one  (I  believe  No.  4),  which  was 
framed  at  the  meeting  by  Mr.  LeathUy.  These  papers 
were  produced  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  cost  of 
manufactured  iron  in  the  different  departments,  in  order 
to  verify  the  statements  which  had  been  made  as  contain- 
ed in  P.  T.  1 .  The  deputation  were  satisfied ;  they  came 
to  town;  they  made  their  report;  they  stated  that  they 
had,  with  very  diligent  attention,  investigated  the  books 
and  documents  which  had  been  submitted  to  them;  and 
that,  in  their  judgment,  Mr.  Attwood  had  redeemed  sub- 
stantially the  pledge  he  had  given  of  verifying  the  state- 
ments, upon  the  faith  of  which  the  agreement  of  the  10th 
of  June  had  been  concluded. 

In  consequence  of  this  report,  the  parties  met  on  the  4th 
o{ November,  and  the  agreement  dated  on  the  1  st  of  October 
was  then  signed,  with  a  further  alteration  made  by  ano- 
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ther  agreement  dated  the  4th  of  November^  the  day  when  1832. 

it  was  executed.  After  the  agreements  were  executed,  the 
British  Iron  Company  were  put  into  possession  of  the 
Iron  Works  upon  the  9th  of  November.  This  is  a  sum- 
mary of  the  proceedings  which  took  place  up  to  that 
period. 

Now,  then,  it  is  necessary  to  pause.  It  is  contended  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  representations  contained 
in  the  paper  P.T.  1 ,  and  the  statements  made  in  that  paper 
with  respect  to  the  cost  of  manufacturing  iron,  both  as 
far  as  related  to  the  manufacture  of  pig-iron,  and  with 
respect  to  the  labour  and  charges  of  converting  that  pig- 
iron  into  wrought  iron,  were  mis-statements,  known  to  be  so 
by  Mr.  Aiiwood  at  the  time :  and  they  further  say,  that  the 
statements  contained  in  the  papers  which  were  produced 
for  the  purpose  of  verifying  this  original  statement,  are  also 
mis-statements,  known  to  be  mis-statements,  and  made  by 
and  under  the  authority  of  Mr.  Attwood. 

It  becomes  necessary  first  of  all  to  consider  whether 
they  are  mis-statements.  Mr.  Attwood  says,  in  his  answer, 
with  respect  to  the  paper  P.T.  1,  that  he  is  not  responsible 
for  the  whole  of  that  document;  that  he  wrote  nothing; 
but  that  he  stated  this  by  word  of  mouth ;  that  it  was 
taken  down  by  Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  and  incorporated  into  the 
paper;  but  that  many  of  the  statements  in  that  paper  did  not 
proceed  from  him; — he  says  he  is  not  responsible  for  the 
calculations ; — ^he  says  he  is  not  responsible  for  the  prices 
of  iron,  which  were  known  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  as  accu- 
rately as  to  himself; — he  says  he  is  not  responsible  for  that 
part  which  relates  to  the  steel  and  to  other  particulars.  But 
on  looking  to  that  paper,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no 
controversy  with  respect  to  thus  much,  that  he  is  respon- 
sible for  that  part  of  the  paper  which  states  the  cost  of 
making  pig-iron  at  the  Dudley  Wood  and  Netherton  fur- 
naces ;  that  he  is  responsible  also  for  the  cost,  labour,  and 
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1832.         charges  of  the  conversion^  as  stated  in  that  paper.    I  think 
there  is  no  controversy  as  to  these  points. 

Now,  then»  the  first  question  to  which  I  shall  direct  my 
attention  will  be,  whether  this  statement,  first  of  all  with 
respect  to  the  cost  of  manufacturing  pig-iron  at  that  time 
at  the  DudUey  Wood  and  Netherton  furnaces,  is  correct,  as 
stated  in  that  paper ;  and  I  am  bound  to  come  to  this 
conclusion,  that  if  this  paper  were  meant  to  be  a  state- 
ment of  the  actual  cost  at  that  time,  in  the  month  of  June, 
of  making  pig-iron  at  the  Dudley  Wood  and  Neiherton 
furnaces,  it  is  a  mis-statement,  and  not  a  trifling  mis-state- 
ment, but  a  mis-statement  to  a  large  amount.  I  have 
looked  through  the  evidence  and  the  figures,  with  as  much 
attention  as  I  could  give  to  a  subject  of  this  nature.  It  is 
a  maze,  I  admit,  and  a  labyrinth,  through  which  I  have 
waded,  and  I  have  endeavoured  to  extricate  myself  from  it 
as  well  as  I  could  ;  and  I  have  come  to  this  conclusion  upon 
the  evidence,  as  I  have  already  stated,  that  this  part  of  the 
case  is  a  mis-statement  to  a  very  large  extent.  I  find,  by 
the  evidence  of  Wilkinson  and  Bransford,  the  accountants 
examined  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  deduced  and  built 
upon  their  examination  of  the  books  of  Mr.  John  Attwood 
for  the  period  of  a  year,  that  the  cost  of  manufacturing  pig- 
iron  at  the  Dudley  Wood  and  Netherion  furnaces  was  about 
BL  4g,  a  ton ;  the  statement  which  is  made  in  the  paper  P. 
T.  1 ,  is  41, 8s.  being  a  difference  of  16^.  I  find,  referring  to 
the  evidence  of  Mr. Gritton,  who  is  tlie  principal  witness 
examined  on  the  other  side,  that  during  the  Midsummer 
quarter,  the  actual  cost  of  manufacturing  pig-iron  as  de* 
duced  from  the  books  is  5L9s.;  taking  the  average  of  the 
Dudley  Wood  and  Neiherton  furnaces,  supposing  each  to 
have  manufactured  an  equal  quantity,  the  one  1  think  is 
5L  lis,  odd,  and  the  other  is  51.  6s.  odd,  the  average 
being  5/.  9s,;  deducting  from  this  that  which  ought 
fairly  to  be  deducted,  namely,  that  part  of  it  which  was 
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purchased,  and  the  P.T.  1.  statement  assumes  that  apart^  )B32. 
of  the  iron-stone  was  purchased,  that  one  half  of  it  was^ 
purchased  from  the  fVolverhampton  colliery,  or  from  Lord 
Dudlet/'s,  making  allowance  for  that,  still  Mr.  Grittoris 
calculation  will  amount,  I  think,  either  to  as  much,  or  nearly 
as  much  as  the  amount  stated  by  Messrs.  Wilkinson  and 
Dransford.  I  am  satisfied  in  my  own  mind  with  respect 
to  these  results.  The  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs appear  to  me  to  be  confirmed  by  the  principal  wit- 
nctss  called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  they  are  the 
persons  who  have  directed  most  attention  to  this  subject. 
All  the  papers  marked  Z.,  containing  numbers  infinite 
in  amount,  are,  I  believe,  the  production  of  Mr.  Griiton. 
Those  two  gentlemen,  Mr.  Wilkinson  and  Mr.  ff^.  Drans^ 
fordf  are  accountants,  who  have  bestowed  the  utmost 
labour  and  pains  in  investigating  the  books  which  have 
been  by  order  of  the  Court  produced  for  inspection,  and 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  results  to  which  they  come  are 
very  nearly  the  same,  making  that  allowance,  which  I  con- 
sider to  be  a  fair  allowance,  for  the  deduction  from  Mr. 
Grition's  estimate.  The  difference,  therefore,  as  I  have 
stated  is  VQs.  a  ton,  that  is  16«.  a  ton  below  the  P.T.  1  pa- 
per, and  the  statement  to  which  I  have  referred.  But  when 
reference  is  made  to  the  twelve  papers  which  are  produced, 
the  first  of  which  relates  to  the  cost  of  manufacturing  iron 
at  the  Dudley  Wood  and  Netherton  furnaces,  in  that  paper 
the  price  is  stated  at  four  pounds  and  a  penny  a  ton ;  the  dif- 
ference, therefore,  from  that  is  not  16#.  only,  but  is  I/.  \s.; 
so  that  the  difference  between  the  accounts  of  Messrs. 
fFiUinson  and  Dransford^  and  the  accounts  of  Mr.  Gritton 
from  the  P.T.  1  paper,  is  1&.  a  ton ;  and  the  difference  from 
the  first  of  the  twelve  papers  is  1/.  4^.  a  ton.  If  then  these 
papers  were  meant  to  represent  the  actual  cost  of  manufac- 
turing iron  at  that  time,. it  appears  to  me  that  there  was  a 
mis-statement,  and  a  mis-statement  to  a  large  amount;  for 
it  must  not  be  supposed  that  1/.  a  ton  is  an  immaterial  cir- 
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2^^  cumslance.  When  applied  to  a  concern  of  thU  descrip- 
tion, 1/.  a  ton  would  amount  to  about  18,00Qf»  a  year  upon 
the  six  furnaces,  calculating  at  860  tons  a  week ;  at  16«.  a 
ton,  on  the  same  calculation,  would  amount  to  nearly 
14,000/i  a  year  upon  the  six  furnaces  only;  and  it  was  in- 
tended, as  it  is  admitted,  that  six  more  furnaces  should 
be  erected  at  CamgreaveSf  and  that,  of  course,  would  have 
extended  the  amount  of  the  loss. 

Passing  on  from  the  statement  as  to  the  manufacture 
of  pig-iron  at  the  Dudley  Wood  and  Neikerian  furnaces, 
I  now  come  to  that  part  which  relates  to  the  conyersion. 
The  calculations,  with  respect  to  this  part,  are  more  accu- 
rate and  more  intricate  than  those  which  relate  to  the 
manufacture  of  pig-iron.  But  I  have  come  to  this  conclu- 
sion also  upon  the  conflicting  evidence  with  respect  to  this 
part  of  the  case,  that  many  items  of  charge  have  been  omit- 
ted in  the  D«  papers,  which  ought  to  have  been  included. 
I  entertain  no  doubt  with  respect  to  that  point.  I  cannot 
make  up  my  mind  with  any  degree  of  certainty  as  to  the 
amount  in  shillings  of  the  mis-statement;  but  as  neariy  as  I 
can  approach  to  it,  it  is  at  least  5s.  or  6f .  a  ton,  that  is,  in- 
dependently ,of  the  mis-statement  arising  out  of  the  in- 
creased price  of  the  iron  in  the  different  processes,  the  dif- 
ferent steps  of  conversion,  first  into  refined  iron,  then  into 
blooms,  and  then  into  rods;  so  that  there  is,  in  this  part  of 
the  case  also,  very  considerable  mis-statement  with  respect 
to  the  cost  of  converting  iron ;  it  is  a  mis-statement  so  fiur 
as  relates  to  the  paper  P.T.  1 ;  it  is  a  mis-statement  also  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  statement  of  the  same  facts  contained 
in  the  D.  papers. 

Having  made  up  my  mind,  then,  with  respect  to  this 
part  of  the  case,  and  having  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
these  are  mis-statements,  if  it  were  intended  by  the  paper 
P.T.  1,  and  by  the  D«  papers,  to  represent  the  actual  cost 
at  the  time— the  next  question  for  consideration  will  be, 
whether  that  is  the  fair  and  proper  construction  of  these 
papers;  whether  it  was  intended  that  they  should  repre- 
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sent  the  cost  of  naking  iron  at  the  time,  and  of  converting         18S2. 
iron  at  the  time  when  these  representations  were  made, 
or  at  the  period  to  which  the  representations  refer.    It 
is  said  by  Mr.  AUwood,  that  it  was  never  intended  to  re- 
present by  these  papers  what  was  the  actual  cost  of  making 
iron,  or  converting  iron,  at  the  time.    He  says  he  had  no 
knowledge  himself  of  the  yields;  that  no  yield  account  had 
been  kept  since  the  time  of  his  uncles  James  and  MaiMas 
jtUwoodf  that  these  statements  were  made  therefore  upon 
certain  assumptions;  that  one  assumption  was  this,  tiiat  the 
quantity  of  materials  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  making 
p^*mHi  was  the  same  as  it  had  been  in  the  time  of  James 
and  MmUhias  AHwood;  that  another  was,  that  with  re- 
spect to  the  price  of  iron-stone  obtained  at  the  fVoher- 
hdmpiom  colliery,  it  should  be  obtained  from  the  deep  or  un- 
broken mines;  that  it  should  be  cakined  upon  the  spot ;  and 
that  aH  the  works  for  the  purpose  of  manu&cturing  tiie 
rods  should  be  carried  on  at  Corngreaves,  so  as  to  dimi- 
nidb  the  general  charges ;  and  in  addition  thereto,  tiiat  the 
coal  gotten  should  pay  for  the  dead  work.    It  is  said,  that 
all  these  were  assumptions  upon  whidi  tiiose  documents 
were  made,  and  that  it  amounted  to  nothing,  to  say  that 
P.T.  1  is  incorrect,  or  that  the  D.  papers  were  incorrect 
according  to  the  actual  state  of  things,  but  they  must  be 
considered  with  reference  to  these  assumptions. 

Now  it  is  material  to  consider  whether  Mr.  Attwood  has 
satisfied  me,  and  whether  there  is  evidence  to  satisfy  me, 
that  these  papers  and  calculations  are  made  upon  such  as- 
sumptions. In  the  first  placid,  in  kicking  at  the  papers 
themselves,  I  find  nothing  upon  the  face  of  them  to  support 
that;  I  find  no  trace  of  any  thing  to  lead  me  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  the  calculations  or  estimates  were  made 
upon  such  assumptions:  on  the  contrary,  when  I  look  at 
them,  the  fair  mode  of  reading  tiiem  would  lead  me  to  the 
contrary  conclusion.  Speaking  of  the  Dudley  Wood  and 
Neiherton  furnaces,  he  says,  in  the  paper  P.T.I,  there 
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1832.  are  six  furnaces  on  the  leasehold  property,  making  3G0 
tons  of  pig-iron  per  week;  the  six  furnaces  require,  to  make 
860  tons  a  week,  so  many  tons  of  coal,  so  many  tons  of 
ironstone,  so  many  tons  of  limestone;  and  that  the  general 
charges  on  these  360  tons  are  so  much:  and  then  the  result 
is  given.  Now,  it  appears  to  me,  upon  the  first  impression, 
that  the  statement  naturally  conveys  in  it  that  there  was 
an  intention  to  represent  the  actual  state  of  things,  and  not 
an  hypothetical  state  of  things,  built  on  assumptions  such 
as  those  to  which  I  have  referred. 

But  when  we  are  considering  this  part  of  the  case^  let 
us  ask  ourselves,  is  it  probable,  considering  the  nature  of 
this  concern,  and  the  extent  of  this  purchase,  that  either 
Mr.  PhilipTaylor^  or  the  Company,  would  have  contracted 
on  any  hypothetical  statements?  Would  they  have  risked 
a  capital  so  large  as  this  on  mere  assumptions ;  would  they 
not  have  required  some  further  statements  and  data  upon 
which  to  found  their  conclusions  ?  Could  they  have  jus* 
tified  it  to  themselves,  or  to  the  persons  whom  they  repre* 
sented,  to  have  pursued  any  such  course  ?  But  how  is  the 
evidence  ?  Mr.  Pontarden  was  the  clerk,  I  think,  either 
of  Mr.  Stevens,  or  Messrs.  Mariineau  Sf  Malton,  at  the 
time  when  the  proposition  was  made  for  the  deputation; 
he  met  Mr,  Attwood  and  Mr.  James/  they  were  desir- 
ous of  learning  what  were  the  statements  to  which  he  re* 
ferred ;  and  Mr.  James,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  AUwood, 
said — **  If  you  mean  the  statements  which  we  have  made 
of  our  actual  profits,  they  are  perfectly  correct,  and  we 
shall  have  no  objection.**  He  was  referring  at  the  time  to 
paper  P.  T.  1,  as  shewing  the  actual  state  of  things,  what 
had  been  done  in  the  time  of  Mr.  John  Attwood,  not  what 
was  to  be  done  at  a  future  time,  under  other  circumstances, 
and  upon  certain  hypotheses,  such  as  those  which  are  stated 
in  the  answer  of  Mr.  Aittoood. 

But  the  question  does  not  rest  here  upon  this  evidence. 
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As  it  appears  to  me,  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Joseph  Harrison^ 
if  it  is  believed,  is  decisive  with  respect  to  the  point. 
What  Mr.  Attwood  says  with  respect  to  the  paper  P.T.  1 , 
he  also  says  with  respect  to  the  twelve  papers — that  they 
were  founded  equally  upon  assumptions.  The  two  cases, 
therefore,  stand  together,  they  depend  upon  the  same  evi- 
dence, and  the  same  representations.  Mr.  Joseph  Har- 
rison was  present  at  the  time  of  the  investigation  at  Corn- 
greaves^  he  was  in  the  drawing-room  with  the  three  per- 
sons who  formed  the  deputation,  when  these  papers  were 
brought  in  by  Mr.  James  and  by  Edwards;  he  says, 
speaking  of  D.  1,  that  it  was  represented  as  the  actual 
cost  of  manufacturing  pig-iron  at  the  Dudley  Wood  and 
Netherion  furnaces  at  the  period  when  it  bears  date, 
namely,  the  6th  of  June^  18^5.  It  is  headed  ^^  June  the 
6th,  1825,  Dudley  Wood  and  iVe/A^r^on  furnaces" — then 
the  quantity  of  coal,  the  quantity  of  ironstone,  the  quantity 
of  limestone,  and  the  general  charges  are  put,  and  the 
Aggregate  is  stated;  and  the  result  is  42.  Is.  per  ton — 
that  was  stated  at  the  time,  if  you  believe  Mr.  Joseph 
Harrison,  by  Edwards;  and  James  also  produced  the 
paper  from  the  inner  room  in  which  Mr.  Attwood  was 
sitting,  as  the  actual  cost  at  the  time  when  it  bears  date, 
namely,  the  Gth  of  June,  18S5,  which  was  the  period  when 
the  negotiation  was  going  on,  and  when  the  statement  in 
the  P.T.  1  paper  was  made  of  the  actual  cost  of  manufac- 
turing pig-iron  at  the  Dudley  Wood  and  Netherion  fur- 
naces. 

The  same  remark  was  made  with  respect  to  the  other 
papers,  as  they  were  successively  produced,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  those  which  were  not  actual  statements;  some 
of  those  were,  from  the  very  nature  of  them,  estimates, 
and  the  observation  does  not  extend  to  them ;  and  upon 
one  of  them,  in  the  hand-writing  of  Mr.  Leathley  himself, 
the  word  ''  estimate,"  or  "  this  is  the  estimated  amount,"  I 
think,  is  written;    but  Mr.  Harrison  goes  further:  Mr^ 
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1832.         Harrison,  in  his  eTidence,  and  I  know  nolhing  to  impeach 
the  eTidence  of  Mr.  Harrisam,  (it  has  been  said  that  be 
is  an  eager  witness,  and  that  he  was  the  agent  of  the  con- 
cern; but  he  has  no  particular  interest,  he  is  a  compe- 
tent witness,  and  I  know  nothing  to  impeacb  his  cre- 
dit), states  this;  that  when  the  accounts  were  produced 
going  down  from  the  year  1812  to  the  year  1^1,  they 
were  too  old,  and  he  required  more  modem  accounts; 
those  were  accounts  in  the  time  of  James  and  MaUUas 
Attwood:  to  which  Edwards  replied,  that  they  had  no 
more  modem  accounts;  that  no  yield-account  had  been 
kept  since  the  time  of  James  and  Matthias  Jktwood* 
Then,  according  to  Mr.  Harrison^  Mr.  Dcnaldsan,  as  be 
believes,  (but  one  of  the  directors),  said,  immediately  after 
they  had  gone  through  the  investigation,  addressing  him- 
self to  Edwards  and  James — '*  There  are  no  more  mate- 
rials, then,  used  now,  and  no  other  items  of  cost  or  charge, 
than  those  which  were  in  the  time  of  James  and  Matthias 
Attwood,  than  those  put  down  in  the  papers  you  have 
stated?** — To  which  they  answered,  not  that  this  was  upon 
an  assumption,  not  that  these  papers  were  founded  on  the 
assumption  that  the  yields  were  the  same  at  that  time  as 
they  were  in  the  time  of  James  and  Matthias  -  Attwaod^ 
but  upon  an  actual  statement— that  it  was  a  representation 
of  what  was  the  actual  state  of  things,  not  a  representation 
of  the  state  of  things  upon  a  bare  assumption.    It  ap- 
pears to  me^  therefore,  that  if  we  give  credit  to  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Joseph  Harrison,  there  is  an  end  of  this 
part  of  the  case;  for,  that  these  papers  were  not  founded 
upon  any  hypothesis  or  upon  any  assumption,  but  were 
intended  to  represent  that  which  they  did  upon  the  face 
of  them  appear  to  do — the  actual  state  of  things  at  the 
time  when  the  first  representation  was  made,  and  at  the 
time  the  second  paper  bears  date. 

There  is  another  circumstance  also  to  which  I  may  re- 
fer, in  confirmation  of  this,  which  is,  what  passed  at  the 
dinner.     These  papers,  it  is  said,  were  produced  by  Mr. 
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Leaihley'at  the  ditiner;  and  when  the  parties  were  getting         1832. 
up  for  the  purpose  of  going  away,  Mr.  Leaihlefff  address- 
ing himself  to  Mr.  Aihoood,  said,  **  Now,  Mr.  Attwaod^ 
you  know  we  are  not  iron-masters,  that  is,  we  are  not  mi- 
nutely conversant  with  the  subject,  is  there  any  charge, 
or  any  cost  or  any  quantity  of  materials,  (I  do  not  affect 
to  give  the  precise  words),  which  are  not  contained  in 
these  statements ;  do  these  statements  contain  the  whole  ? 
Is  there  any  charge  now,  (for  that  is  the  expression  made 
use  of),  is  there  any  charge  at  this  time,  that  is  not  con- 
tained in  these  papers  V  To  which,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  HarrisoHf  Mr.  AUwood  answered,  "  No, 
upon  my  honor."    Now,  this  question  is  stated  by  Mr. 
HarrUan  to  have  been  put  in  the  manner  I  have  describ- 
ed; it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Brunion,  who  was  present;  and  it  is 
stated  also  by  Mr.  MatrUon^  who  was  present; — the  an- 
swer that  I  have  mentioned  is  spoken  to  by  Mr.  Harrison. 
An  answer,  not  precisely  the  same  in  terms,  but  in  sub- 
stance the  same,  or  nearly  so,  is  spoken  to  by  Mr.  Brunian. 
Brunton  says,  that  Aitwood  replied,  according  to  the  best 
of  his  recollection,  **  I  believe  there  is  no  other,  except 
perhaps  a  machine  man,  or  a  clerk,  which  may  amount  to 
about  a  Icf.  or  %d*  a  ton;**  and  Morrison  says,  an  answer 
was  given,  but  he  does  not  recollect  what  the  answer  was. 
I  think  the  conversation  is  sufficiently  established,  and  it 
shews,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Harrison  is  correct  in  the  ques- 
tion which  was  put;  and  that  question,  as  being  thus  put, 
is  confirmed  by  the  other  two  witnesses,  that  they  were 
speaking  of  what  was  the  charge  at  that  time,  and  what 
was  the  quantity  of  materials  then  used,  not  what  was  to 
be  used  at  some  other  time  under  other  circumstances, 
and  upon  those  assumptions  which  are  spoken  to  by  Mr. 
AUwood*   I  come,  therefore,  to  the  conclusion,  first  of  all, 
as  I  have  stated,  that  if  these  papers  were  intended  to  re- 
present the  actual  state  of  things  at  the  time  to  which  they 
refer,  they  are  mis-statements;  and  1  come,  further,  to  the 
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1832  conclusion,  that,  notwithstanding  what  is  stated  in  the  an- 
Small  ^^^^  ^^  ^^*  Attwood^  they  were  intended  to  represent  the 
actual  state  of  things,  and  were  not  statements  made  upon 
the  formation  of  those  assumptions,  and  those  hypotheses 
to  which  he  has  referred. 

Another  point,  and  a  material  point  for  consideration,  is 
this,  was  it  known  to  Mr.  Attwood^  at  the  time  he  made 
those  statements,  and  before  the  treaty  was  concluded » 
that  they  were  mis-statements?  This  is,  as  it  strikes  me,  a 
very  material  part  of  the  case.  Now,  what  was  Mr.  Ait^ 
wood?  Not  a  stranger  to  these  works;  he  had  for  years 
been  the  manager  for  his  uncles,  James  and  Matthias  Ati* 
wood:  it  is  proved  in  evidence,  that,  for  a  considerable 
period,  he  had  been  their  manager.  Afterwards,  when  the 
works  devolved  upon  him,  he  resided  at  Camgreaves,  and 
was  apprized  of  every  thing  connected  with  the  works:  he 
must  have  known,  then,  as  familiarly  as  it  was  possible  for 
any  body  to  know,  every  thing  connected  with  the  works, 
and  with  respect  to  the  yield.  We  have  it  in  evidence, 
and  it  is  proved  over  and  over  agiun,  to  my  satisfaction 
at  least,  that  the  yields  were  less  at  that  time,  and  consi- 
derably less  than  they  had  been  in  the  time  of  James  and 
Matthias  Attwood;  the  knowledge  of  that,  if  it  is  neces- 
sary to  give  evidence  of  such  a  fact,  is  brought  home  to 
Mr.  Attwood^  because  Mr.  Attwood^  over  and  over  again, 
complained  of  the  yields.  The  witnesses  speak  to  his  hav- 
ing made  this  complaint  repeatedly ;  saying,  that  he  should 
be  under  the  necessity  of  stopping  the  works,  unless  the 
matter  was  improved.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  im- 
possible that  Mc«  Attwood  must  not  have  known  that  the 
yields  were  considerably  less  than  they  were  at  the  time  to 
which  he  refers;  and  yet  these  representations  are  made 
on  the  foundation  of  the  yields  in  the  time  of  James  and 
Matthias  Attwood. 

Again,  there  is  a  material  fact,  as  it  appears  to  me,  in 
evidence,  which  is  spoken  to  by  the  witness  Best.     In  the 
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month  of  September^  or  in  the  month  of  October^  in  con-  1832. 
sequence  of  some  questions  which  appear  to  have  been 
put>  as  Mr.  Mtcood  supposed,  by  the  directors,  certain 
examinations  were  made  by  Be^i,  assisted  by  a  witness  of 
the  name  of  Horion,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what 
was  the  cost  of  conversion  into  rods.  The  result  of  that 
examination  is  stated  in  the  paper  B.  B.  1 ;  it  was  at  first 
stated  in  a  general  form:  when  it  was  exhibited  by  Best  to 
Mr.  Attwoody  Mr.  Attwood  desired  it  should  be  set  out  in 
detail;  in  consequence  of  which,  a  detailed  account  was 
made,  of  which  Best  kept  a  copy,  and  that  detailed  ac- 
count was  looked  at  by  Atttoood;  he  said,  that  would  do; 
and  it  was  delivered  to  him,  and  kept  by  him.  A  copy 
has  been  produced  in  evidence  by  Best  Mr.  Atttoood^ 
therefore,  had  knowledge,  that,  upon  a  careful  investi- 
gation and  inquiry  by  Best^  that  result  of  which  he 
was  put  in  possession  had  been  formed.  Now,  that 
paper,  B.  B.  1,  contains  those  items  of  charge,  or  se- 
veral of  them,  which  are  omitted  ui  the  corresponding 
paper  of  the  twelve  papers,  and  which  I  have  already 
stated  I  am  of  opinion,  as  the  result  of  the  evidence,  ought 
to  have  been  introduced ;  and  yet,  after  Mr.  Atttoood 
was  in  possession  of  that  paper,  we  find  that  represen- 
tation made  to  which  I  have  adverted,  the  represen- 
tation contained  in  the  D.  paper,  which  was  delivered  by 
James  and  Edwards,  at  the  time  of  the  inquiry  at  Corn- 
greaves* 

There  is  another  fact,  which  appears  to  me  also  ma- 
terial, with  respect  to  the  bona  fides  of  Mr.  Attwood  in 
this  transaction,  and  which  appears  to  me  to  be  established 
by  very  strong  evidence :  I  mean  that  which  relates  to  tlie 
steel  papers.  The  facts  which  I  am  about  to  speak  to, 
are  proved,  with  respect  to  the  Dudley  Wood  furnaces, 
by  five  or  six  witnesses;  with  respect  to  the  Netkerton 
furnaces,  by  the  same  number  of  witnesses.  The  fact, 
therefore,  may  be  considered  as  spoken  to  by  the  aggre* 
gate  of  both  bodies  of  witnesses.    It  appears  that  accounts 
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1832.        were  taken  from   time  to  time,  every  fortnight,  of  the 
quantity  of  materials  that  was  brought  to  the  furnaces, 
and  of  the  quantity  of  iron  that  was  made  in  the  one 
place  and  the  refined  iron  at  the  other.    These  accounts 
were  made   every  fortnight;    they  were   settled   every 
reckcming  day;  which  reckoning  day  was  held  once  a 
fortnight.     It  is  quite  obvious,  however,  that  from  this 
account,  unless  you  knew  what  the  quantity  of  steel  was 
at  the  beginning,  and  the  quantity  of  steel  at  the  end, 
you  could  not  ascertain  the  quantity  of  materials,  and  the 
cost  of  manufacturing  any  quantity  of  iron:  but  in  addi- 
tion to  the  account  I  have  stated,  the  witnesses  I  have 
mentioned  speak  to  accounts  of  a  different  description; 
accounts  that  were  taken  quarterly  of  the  quantity  of  steel 
^    upon  hand,  and  which  were  handed  over  and  deposited  in 
the  counting-house  at  CorngreaveSf  and  by  the  direction  of 
Edwards:  with  the  assistance,  therefore,  of  these  docu- 
ments, it  was  quite  obvious  at  any  time,  if  these  witnesses 
speak  the  truth,  that  the  quantity  of  materials  and  the  cost 
incurred  in  manufacturing  any  quantity  of  iron  might  be 
ascertained.     When,  therefore,  it  is  said  byM r.  Aitwoad, 
that  there  were  no  yield-accounts,  it  is  true  there  were  no 
books  containing  any  yield-accounts,  at  least  there  is  no 
evidence  that  those  documents  were  inserted  in  any  books ; 
but  it  is  quite  obvious,  that  from  time  to  time  he  had  the 
means  of  making  out,  precisely  in  the  same  way  as  if  there 
had  been  yield-accounts,  the  quantity  of  materials  that 
was  necessary  for   the  purpose   of  manufacturing  any 
quantity  of  iron  in  the  departments  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred, namely,    as  to  pig-iron  and  as  to  refined  iron; 
because  the  evidence,  according  to  the  best  of  my  recol* 
lection,  does  not  extend  itself  to  the  conversion  of  iron  in 
the  other  departments. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  representation 
which  was  made,  and  which  was  spoken  to  by  the  wit- 
nesses, and  which   Mr.  Atiwood  himself,   in  his  answer. 
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acknowledges  to  have  been  made,  that  there  were  no  yield-         1832. 

acoountey  ia  not  a  correct  representation,  if  you  give  credit 

to  the  witnesses  to  whose  testimony  I  have  referred.    All  ». 

these  circumstaBoes,  then^  bring  me  to  this  conclusion, 

that  these  were  mis-statements  of  matters  of  fact,  material 

and  important  in  the  negotiation  that  was  going  on,  to 

regulate  the  price  that  was  to  be  paid  for  this  property; 

and  they  were  mis-«tatements  withui  the  knowledge  of  the 

party,  Mr.  Aitwood,  by  whom  they  were  made. 

Then  it  becomes  material  (because  I  have  not  hitherto 
adverted,  for  a  particular  reason,  to  the  testimony  either  of 
Mr.  James  or  of  Mr.  Edwards)  it  becomes  material  to 
consider  how  far  the  case  is  brought  home  agiunst  them. 
They  are  charged  with  having  acted  in  concert  with  Mr. 
Aiifcood  in  these  transactions,  having  either  assisted  him 
in  those  false  representations,  or  having  assisted  in  conceal" 
ing  their  falsehood. 

Now,  with  respect  to  Mr.  James,  (for  Mr.  Edwards  does 
not  come  on  the  stage  till  a  subsequent  period  of  the 
proceedings),  it  appears,  that  Mr.  James  was  identified 
very  early  with  Mr.  Aitwood  in  these  proceedings.  It  was 
Mr.  James  who  urged  Mr.  Atiwood  very  strongly  to  sell 
this  property  before  there  was  any  alteration  in  the  price 
of  iron ;  Mr.  James  was  employed  by  Mr.  Atiwood  to  open 
a  negotiation  with  the  British  Iron  Company/  Mr.  James 
attended  all  the  meetings,  according  to  the  evidence  in  the 
case,  that  were  held  between  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  and  Mr. 
Aiiwoodi  he  was  a  party  to  the  whole  negotiation.  Ad* 
verting  to  what  I  have  already  stated  when  Potiiarden 
came  in  for  the  purpose  of  proposing  that  a  deputation 
should  go,  the  expression  he  makes  use  of  is  this — "  You 
mean  the  statement  we  made  of  Mr.  Aitwood* s  actual  pro- 
fits.'* He,  therefore,  is  an  actor,  according  to  his  own  ac- 
count,  in  the  transaction,  and  there  is  no  doubt  from  begin- 
ning to  end  he  acted  in  concert  with  Mr.  Atiwood.  In  that 
interview  witli  Mr.  Poniarden^  Mr.  James  says — ''  Perhaps, 
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1832.  Mr.  Poniarden^  the  directors  are  not  aware  that  last  year 
Mr.  Aitwood  made  90,000/.  by  these  works.'*  Mr.  Aii- 
wood  immediatelyi  according  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Pontar* 
den,  said — '*  Yes^  and  I  should  have  made  a  great  deal  more 
if  I  could  have  devoted  sufficient  time  to  the  works."  Now 
it  is  in  evidence  that  he  did  not  make  half  that  sum.  It 
was  a  most  extravagant  and  false  statement  originally  of 
Mr.  James,  adopted  indeed  by  Mr.  Atiwood,  a  statement 
for  which  there  was  no  foundation.  It  is  true^  as  was  ob- 
served by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that  there  is  no 
evidence  to  shew  that  Mr.  Pontarden  communicated  that 
statement  to  the  directors,  and  therefore  it  did  not  influ- 
ence the  contract:  I  am  not  making  use  of  the  observation 
with  that  view;  I  am  only  making  use  of  the  observation 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  exaggeration  that  pre- 
vailed, the  mis-statements  that  were  made,  and  the  dis- 
position to  mis-statements  on  the  part  of  Mr.  James  and 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Aitwood^  because  Mr.  Aitwood  must 
have  known  that  this  statement  was  false* 

Afterwards,  when  the  deputation  goes  down,  the  persons 
who  are  employed  for  the  purpose  of  attending  the  depu- 
tation, were  Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards.  The  manner 
in  which  the  deputation  and  the  inquiry  were  conducted 
was  this — the  three  members  that  were  sent  down  with 
Mr.  Harrison  were  in  the  drawing-room.  In  a  small  inner 
back  room  were  Mr.  Aiiuood,  Mr.  Best,  and  the  two  par- 
ties Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards.  All  the  statements 
were  drawn  out  and  prepared  by  Mr.  James  and  Mr. 
Edwards.  They  were  brought  in  by  Mr.  James  and  Mr. 
Edwards,  and  submitted  by  them  to  the  deputation.  The 
question  was  asked,  as  Mr.  Harrison  says,  of  Mr.  James 
and  Mr.  Edwards,  **  Now  tell  us  whether  at  this  time  the 
quantity  of  materials  and  cost  are  the  same  as  in  the  time 
of  James  and  Matthias  Aitwood,  as  you  refer  to  their 
books?"  To  that,  Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards  (Mr. 
Harrison  does  not  say  which,  but  either  Mr.  James  or 
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Mr.  £Jtrar£/«)  replied /'They  are  the  same  as  at  that  time."  \g^. 
Which  ever  gave  the  answer,  it  is  quite  clear  from  the  con- 
texty  and  from  all  the  circumstances,  that  it  was  the  answer 
of  both.  It  was  either  the  answer  of  Mr.  James,  adopted 
by  Mr.  Edwards,  or  the  answer  of  Mr.  Edwards,  adopted 
by  Mr.  James.  Afterwards,  with  respect  to  Mr.  Edwards,. 
there  is  this  fact,  the  directors  discovered,  in  one  of  the 
accounts  of  Lord  Dudley,  a  charge  for  ironstone  pur« 
chased.  A  question  was  immediately  put  upon  that  dis- 
covery, ''How  does  it  happen  that  here  is  this  charge 
for  ironstone  purchased?"  What  is  the  answer  of  Mr. 
Edwards  ?  The  answer  of  Mr.  Edwards  immediately  is, 
according  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Harrison,  ''  Oh,  in 
excavating  coal,  some  ironstone  will  also  be  excavated,  (a 
small  quantity),  and  we  have  purchased  it  for  the  purpose 
of  obliging  Lord  Dudley.^  Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  this 
was  a  false  representation ;  there  was  no  foundation  for  the 
statement.  It  is  not  even  alleged  that  this  statement  was 
true.  Then,  further,  with  respect  to  the  stock;  those  stock* 
papers  to  which  I  have  referred  were  stock-papers  taken 
by  the  direction  of  Mr.  Edwards,  Tlie  witnesses  speak 
to  their  having  been  taken  by  the  direction  of  Mr.  Ed- 
wards;  he  must  have  known  them,  and  yet  his  represen- 
tation is  the  same  as  the  representation  of  Mr.  Attwood, 
namely,  that  there  were  no  yield-accounts,  and  therefore 
they  were  obliged  to  refer  to  the  time  of  James  and  MaU 
thias  Aitwood, 

Then  let  us  go  further.  While  these  parties  were  as- 
sembled together  in  this  back  room  in  the  manner  I  have 
described,  this  scene  is  stated  by  Mr.  Best  to  have  taken 
place ; — Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards  came  out  from  the 
drawing-room  where  the  deputation  was  sitting,  saying,  that 
some  further  document  and  satisfaction  was  wanted;  upon 
which  Mr.  Attwood  immediately  said  to  Mr.  James,  "  Go 
in,  and  say  that  I  have  a  man  who  is  ready  to  take  the  works 
upon  those  tei*ms.*'  Upon  which,  according  to  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Best,  he  went  back  into  the  room  where  the 
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1832.        deputies  were  sitting,  renained  there  for  a  short  time,  and 

came  out  again  rubbing  his  hands  with  a  sort  of  triampb, 

V.  exclaiming,  "  A  damned  set  of  old  fi)okr    Now,  if  that 

Attwood.      ^^^^  1^  ^^^^^  ^  ^^j^  l^y  j^^^  Be9t,  who  swears  to  it  (and 

there  is  nothing  contrary  to  it),  it  certainly  brings  home  a 
.case  against  Mr.  James*  Further  than  that,  Mr.  AUwood 
asked,  *^  What  is  £lamj«ii  doing?**  JEfafrtMii  knew  some- 
thing of  the  subject.  He  was  not  astonished  so  nradi  at 
the  conduct  of  the  deputies,  but  he  was  surprised  at  Mn 
Harriwn  being  present,  and  at  this  scene  taking  pUice. 
'*  Oh,**  be  said,  '*  Mr.  //idrmon  is  quiet  enough ;  he  is  sit- 
ting reading  the  newspaper.** 

It  is  asked,  if  this  fraud  were  to  be  carried  on  (for  if  this 
evidence  is  true,  it  b  in  the  nature  of  a  fraud,  it  is  a  nus- 
representation  and  a  mis-statement  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  party)  how  did  it  happen  that  they  suffered  Mr. 
Best  to  be  present?  Why,  Mr.  Besi  was  a  clerk  in  the 
employ  of  Mr.  Aiiwood,  and  it  was  expected  that  Mr.  BeH 
would  be  called  as  a  witness.  Mr.  Best,  therefore,  was 
there  for  that  purpose,  and  he  bad  breakfasted  with-  Mr. 
AUwood.  Mr.  Edwards  said,  "  I  had  a  pretty  drilling,  it 
will  be  your  turn  next.**  It  was  not  anticipated  that  a 
scene  of  the  kind  to  which  1  have  just  referred,  which 
happened  on  the  sudden,  would  take  place.  It  is  nothing 
extraordinary,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Best  should  haye  been 
upon  the  spot,  because  all  this  was  not  anticipated.  It 
was  an  accidental  burst,  arising  out  of  accidental  circum- 
stances. 

There  is  a  paper  I  omitted  to  advert  to,  upon  which  I 
must  fall  back.  It  was  said  or  intimated  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  that  what  took  place  at  Comgreaves,  and 
the  representations  that  were  made,  were  not  the  acts  or 
representations  of  Mr.  Atttvood;  that  the  deputies  went 
down  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  the  previous-statements; 
that  they  had  access  to  the  books;  that  it  was  their  own 
act;  that  they  employed  Mr.  Edwards  and  Mr.  James,  and 
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that  Mr.  Jliiwood  was  not  respoiuible.  That  Mr.  Ed-  1832. 
wards  and  Mr.  James  were  then  acting  as  the  agents  of  Mr. 
Atiwood  cannot  be  disputed.  But  the  case  does  not  rest 
there.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  it  upon  that  point. 
Mr.  Atiwood  was  in  the  back  room  the  whole  time  with 
Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards,  For  what  purpose  was 
he  there,  unless  it  was  to  make  himself  master  of  every 
thing  that  was  going  on?  He  would  not  otherwise  have 
attended  there  during  the  whole  time.  If  it  be  said  that 
he  was  there  expecting  that  he  m^^ht  be  called,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  explanations,  he  might  equally  have 
been  called  in  any  other  part  of  the  house.  But,  how- 
ever, it  is  not  necessary  to  rest  upon  that  circumstance. 
Let  us  consider  the  probability  of  the  case ;  his  honor 
had  been  impeached ;  his  statements  were  said  to  be  in« 
correct;  his  pecuniary  interest  to  an  immense  amount  was 
at  stake.  Is  it  possible  to  suppose  that  he  should  not 
have  looked  at  and  examined  these  papers,  which  he 
states  himself  only  to  have  cursorily  looked  at,  without 
examining  them  with  any  degree  of  minuteness?  Is  it 
possible  to  suppose  that  he  would  not  have  looked  at 
themi  and  examined  them,  and  seen  with  the  utmost 
accuracy  every  thing  that  was  going  on,  when  his  char* 
acter  and  his  property  to  such  an  immense  amount  were 
at  stake? 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  upon  probaUlity,  however 
strong;  because  Mr. Best  speaks  positively  to  the  fact  of 
his  having  taken  a  most  active  part  in  the  whole  inquiry 
which  was  going  on  in  the  back  room.  The  papers  were 
prepared  under  his  eye  by  Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards, 
being  written  partly  by  Mr.  James,  and  partiy  by  Mr.  Ed^ 
wards.  He  must  have  discussed  the  different  points  with 
them  as  they  went  on.  One  item  was  objected  to  by 
Mr.  Best,  The  small  quantity  of  coak  was  observed  up- 
on* It  was  discussed.  The  conclusion  was  by  Mr.  Aii^ 
wood,  that  it  was  the  usual  r/.r^a  in  which  such  accounts 
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1832.  were  made  up^  and  he  should  not  alter  it.  Every  part 
of  the  statement  was  canvassed  and  discussed  in  the  pre- 
sence of  Mr.  Attwood,  Mr.  James,  when  he  came  out 
from  the  other  room,  according  to  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Best,  had  secret  conferences  with  Mr.  Atiwood.  It  was 
necessary  that  some  of  these  papers  should  be  copied. 
They  were  sent  into  an  outer  room  to  be  copied  by 
Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  AUwood  manifested  the  greatest  im- 
patience,  and  sent  repeatedly  to  him  to  hasten  his  work. 
It  is  quite  apparent,  therefore,  from  the  account  given 
by  Mr.  Best,  that  these  persons,  Mr.  James  and  Mr. 
Edwards,  were  preparing  these .  documents,  not  without 
the  sanction,  or  without  the  authority  and  concurrence 
of  Mr.  Atttcood,  but  with  his  active  co-operation  and 
knowledge.  This  was  a  point  I  intended  to  have  no- 
ticed earlier;  to  which  I  have  now  fallen  back,  and  which 
has  thrown  me  out  of  the  course  I  intended  to  pursue. 

The  point  that  I  had  left  was  this — Is  there  a  case  of 
co-operation  and  concert  made  out  against  Mr.  James  and 
Mr.  Edwards?  I  have  stated  the  different  facts  that  have 
impressed  themselves  upon  my  mind,  for  the  purpose  of  es- 
tablishing that  part  of  the  case,  which  have  brought  tne 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  case,  in  that  respect,  is  made 
out  against  them.  The  consequence  will  be,  that  though 
their  evidence  was  read  de  bene  esse^xt  evidently  cannot 
weigh  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

It  has  been  said,  that  all  this  is  a  trick,  that  no  relief  is 
prayed  against  them ;  that  they  are  put,  therefore,  upon  the 
record  as  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the 
defendant,  Mr.  AUwood^  of  the  benefit  of  their  testimony. 
I  have  considered  that  the  effect  of  it  would  be  to  deprive 
Mr.  Atiwood  of  their  testimony,  provided  I  came  to  the 
conclusion  I  have  stated;  and  it  has  rendered  me,  there- 
fore, very  careful  and  very  attentive  in  examining  the 
evidence  offered  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs;  and  notwith- 
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standing  all  the  allowance  that  I  have  made  for  this  cir*      ^  ld«^* 
cumstance,  I  still  adhere  to  the  conclusion  I  have  already 
stated. 

But  there  might  have  been  a  reason  why  the  plaintiffs 
should  have  been  desirous  of  making  these  parties  defen* 
dants,  independently  of  the  point  to  which  I  have  referred^ 
namely,  the  effect  it  would  have  upon  the  evidence.  It 
might  be  material  in  the  conduct  of  their  cause  to  know 
what  species  of  answer  Mr.  Edwards  would  put  in,  and 
what  species  of  answer  Mr.  James  would  put  in  with  re- 
ference to  those  facts  and  circumstances  to  which  Mr. 
Attwood  himself  had  been  interrogated ;  and  the  conduct 
of  the  cause  might  very  much  have  been  guidedj  and  very 
much  governed,  by  the  comparison  of  the  one  answer  with 
the  other. 

There  is  another  point  in  the  cause  to  which  it  is  ne- 
cessary I  should  advert,  independently  of  all  that  I  have 
said  :  I  may  sum  up,  however,  what  I  have  stated  in  a  few 
words,  thus — There  was  a  mis-statement  of  the  basis  of  the 
agreement ;  there  was  a  mis-statement  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  party ;  and  therefore  it  would  come  within  the  prin- 
ciple which  I  have  stated,  unless,  with  reference  to  a  main 
point  of  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  which  was  con- 
ducted with  great  skill  and  great  ability,  any  thing  has 
occurred,  subsequently  to  the  period  when  those  repre- 
sentations were  made,  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  right 
to  take  advantage  of  those  mis-statements. 

Before  I  proceed  to  that  part  of  the  case,  it  is  neces- 
sary, however,  that  I  should  advert  to  another; — that 
which  relates  to  the  fault.  It  is  said,  that,  among  the  re- 
presentations that  were  made,  there  was  a  mis-represen- 
tation with  respect  to  the  state  of  the  mine ;  that  a  fault 
had  been  discovered  in  the  mine  some  months  before  the 
negotiation  was  completed,  and  it  was  concealed.  That 
it  was  known  to  Mr.  Atiwood^  and  concealeil  from  the  di- 

VOL.  I.  L  L 


4«7 


488  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THB 

1832.  rectors,  and  (alse  statements  were  made  with  regard  to 
it.  It  is  in  evidence  that,  a  few  months  before  the  time 
when  the  parties  were  put  in  possession,  the  coal  had 
disappeared ;  and  it  was  known  to  Mr.  AHwood.  It  was 
of  course  immediately  communicated  to  him,  the  ground 
was  afterwards  latched;  and  it  is  said. that  he  was  present 
at  the  latching;  but  there  is  no  doubt  it  was  communi* 
cated  to  him.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  went 
down  the  mine;  nor  does  it  appear  distinctly  whether 
he  knew  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  mischief  The 
observation  which  he  made  when  it  was  communicat- 
ed to  him  was  this,  '*  It  is  a  very  fortunate  circumstance,** 
or,  *'  It  is  a  great  consolation*'  (I  think  is  the  phrase)  *'  that 
it  is  near  the  boundary.*'  This  leads  to  the  supposition, 
or  to  the  inference,  that  he  considered  it  might  affect  the 
whole  of  the  coal  lying  beyond  it.  The  coal  lying  beyond 
it  may  be  considered  as  amounting  to  three  acres  and  a 
half.  '  It  is  also  in  evidence  upon  the  other  side,  that  he 
asked  one  of  the  witnesses  whether  it  was  a  down-fall  or 
an  up-fall,  and  whether  things  of  that  sort  were  common 
in  mines,  to  which  the  answer  was,  *'  Yes,  that  they  were 
common;"  upon  which  he  said  '^  theft  there  is  less  grbund 
to  be  surprised." 

Now,  I  confess,  after  reading  the  evidence  with  great 
attention,  if  it  were  necessary  to  decide  that  this  was  what 
is  technically  called  a  fault,  I  might  find  considerable  dif^ 
ficulty  in  coming  to  that  conclusion,  at  least,  with  any  de« 
gree  of  confidence.  It  is  sworn  to  be  a  fault  by  some  wit- 
nesses ;  others  swear  that  it  is  not  a  fkult,  and  I  think  the 
evidence  is  so  vague  and  unsatisfactory  with  respect  to  that 
point,  that  I  could  not,  if  I  were  called  upon,  without  further 
inquiry,  decide  that  it  was  strictly  and  technically  a  fault; 
at  least,  not  to  my  own  satisfaction.  But  that  it  was  a 
great  defect  there  is  no  doubt.  That  it  was  a  great  defect, 
and  as  bad  as  if  it  were  a  fault,  is  clear  from  the  following 
circumstance:  in  the  year  1827,  after  the  Company  had 
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been  bx  possession  for  a  period  of  nearly  two  yearsi  the  1832. 
head-way  was  pushed  out  for  a  length  of  twenty  yards^ 
and  no  coal  was  found.  Several  witnesses  say  that  they 
afterwards  bored  ten  yards  deep,  and  they  found  no  coal; 
and  the  conclusion  they  come*  to  is  this,  that  if  there  be 
coal. under  the  three  acres  and  a  half,  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  get  it  without  a  new  plant  of  machinery;  and  that 
ihe  coaJ^.when  obtained,  would  not  pay  the  expense  of  the 
new  machinery.  .The  consequence,  therefore^  is,  that  the 
whole  of  the  three  acres  and  a  half  is  lost  to  the  estate; 
and,  therefore,  I  am  justified  in  saying  that  it  is  just  as 
bad  as  if  it  were  a  fault;  fi>r  nothing  more  could  happen 
Xhan  the  loss  of  the  entire  mass  of  coal.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear, however,  that  this  boring  was  known  to  Mr.  Athoood. 

It.  is  clear,  therefore,  that  there  was  a  defect.  Mr.  AU^ 
iffoad  never  mentioned  it  to  any  person  connected  with 
the  Briiish  Iron  Company,  According  to  the  evidence, 
be  never  told  the  directors-  of  it  in  the  course  of  the  ne- 
gotiations; he  never  mentioned  it  to  Mr.  Harrison;  he 
never  mentioned  it  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor;  he  never  men- 
tioned it  to  Mr.  Morrison;  he  never  mentioned  it  to  any 
person  connected  with  the  Briiish  Iron  Company.  I  think, 
in  fairness  and  good  faith,  he  ought  to  have  done  so ;  but 
be  did  not.  It  appears,  thst  the  particular  part  of  the 
gate-road,  leading  up  to  this  fault,  was  entirely  blocked 
up  with  rubbish,  so  that  any  person  going  into  the  mine 
could  not*  see  the  defect,  he  could  not  pass  the  obstruc- 
tion ;  at  least,  if  he  could  pass  it,  (for  there  may  be  some 
doubt  upon  that  point  in  the  evidence),  he  could  not  pass 
it  without  so  much  difficulty,  as  to  render  it  highly  impro- 
bable that  any  body  would  make  the  attempt;  therefore 
the  defect  was  concealed. 

It  does  not  appear,  however,  that  Mr.  Aiiwood  knew 
that  it  was  so  concealed.  Mr.  Altwood  had  never  been 
down  the  mine;  and  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
circumstance  was  communicated  to  him.    The  evidence  of 
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1832.        all  the  witnesses  is,  that  he  gave  no  orders  for  any  c<m* 
cealment.     He  never  directed  those  persons  who  were  to 
go  down  to  shew  the  mine  to  the  agents  of  the  Companj 
to  conceal  any  thing.     The  only  thing  that  can  be  con^ 
strued  into  an  order  of  that  description   is,  something 
which  passed  between  him  and  Mr.  Charles  Small:   he 
said  to  Mr.  Charles  Small^  when  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  was 
going  down,  "  You  must  accompany  him;  you  will  not 
turn  the  worst  side  of  the  thing  to  him/*    Now,  that  was 
a  pretty  broad  hint  of  what  the  wishes  of  Mr.  Atiufood 
were;  and,  though  he  never  desired  it  to  be  concealed,  it 
is  probable  that  if  such  an  intimation  were  given  by  him, 
no  communication  would  be  made  by  the  party  to  whom 
that  communication  was  given  of  the  existence  of  any  de-> 
feet.     When  Mr.  Morrison  applied  to  go  down,  and  saw 
Mr.  Aitwood,  he  asked  Mr.  Aiiwood — **  Is  there  any  fault 
in  the  mine?*'  Mr.  Allwood  got  rid  of  the  question  in  this 
way,  he  said — "  God  know&;   if  you  go  down  you  will 
see  all  that  I  know.'*     This  meant  to  convey  that   be 
knew  little  or  nothing.     I  think  that  was  not  fair  deal- 
ing, so  far  as  related  to   the  communication   with   Mr. 
Morrison;  but  he  ought  to  have  stated  to  Mr.  Morrison 
what  he  knew ;  and  if  he  knew  that  the  spot  was  conceal- 
ed with  rubbish,  it  rendered  it  absolutely  incumbent  upon 
him  to  make  the  communication.     But  there  is  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  me  that  it  was  communicated,  though  in  all 
probability  it  was,  to  Mr.  Atiwood.    Mr.  Morrison  did  go 
down.    How  was  he  treated  by  the  agent?  He  came  up 
to  that  spot  and  saw  a  person  of  the  name  of  Hoskis,  and 
said — **  What  is  the  meaning  of  this  rubbish,  why  do  not 
you  get  the  coal  found  in  that  direction?     Hoskis  did  not 
say  there  is  a  defect  there.     But  he  said — '^  No,  we  do 
not  wish  to  work  in  that  direction,  we  have  got  quite  coal 
enough;"  and  that  was  the  way  in  which  he  got  rid  of 
the  question.     When  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  went  down,  he 
asked  Hoskis  whether  it  was  a  perfect  mine.     He  repeat- 
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ed  that  question  twice;  and  he  was  answered  by  Hoskis  1832. 
that  it  was  a  perfect  mine.  So  that  it  appears  that  there 
was  a  defect  known  (though  the  extent  of  it  was  not  known) 
to  Mr.  Aiiwood,  which  was  in  a  situation  not  to  be  seen 
by  persons  who  examined  it;  and  when  questions  were  put 
with  respect  to  it,  false  representations  were  made  by  the 
agents  of  Mr.  Atiwood,  A  question  will  arise  then,  whe* 
ther,  under  such  circumstances,  and  upon  this  ground,  if 
the  case  rested  here,  the  Court  would  be  justified  in  set- 
ting aside  the  whole  of  this  contract. — I  shall  leave  this  part 
of  the  subject  for  the  present,  intending  to  advert  to  it 
again  for  a  different  purpose. 

The  next  question  that  presents  itself  is,  the  question 
of  value.    There  are  valuations  of  surveyors  on  both  sides. 
The  valuers  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  state  the  proper- 
ty at  about  96,000/.,  or  under  100,000/.     Some  of  the  va- 
luers on  the  part  of  Mr.  Attwood  raise  it  up  to  nearly  a 
million.    I  have  been  so  long  accustomed  to  Courts  of  jus- 
tice, and  to  evidence  of  this  description;  I  have  seen  so 
much  of  its  flexible  character,  and  its  means  of  adapting 
itself  to  the  interest  of  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  evi- 
dence is  given,  that  I  confess  I  place  very  little  reliance 
upon  evidence  of  this  nature.     But,  if  it  were  otherwise, 
and  I  was  compelled  to  decide  between  the  evidence,  I 
should  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  value  of  the  mine 
is  greatly  indeed  below  the  sum  that  was  stipulated  to 
be  given  for  it,  namely,  600,000/.     But  that,  alone,  is  not 
a  ground  on  which  the  contract  could  be  set  aside ;  al- 
though it  is  some  evidence  to  shew  that  the  represen- 
tations made,  with  respect  to  the  productive  power  and 
character  of  the  mine,  were  fallacious. 

It  appears  to  me,  then,  material,  now,  with  a  view  to  the 
question  of  confirmation,  to  consider  the  situation  in  which 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor  stands,  and  to  consider  if  any  case  has 
been  satisfactorily  established  against  him.  The  plain- 
tiffs say,  they  have  made  out  a  case  against  Mr.  Philip 
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1832.         Taylor;  that  Mr.  PhiUp  Taylor^  also,  was  acting  in  con- 

Small        ^^^^  ^'^^  ^''''  Atiwood;  and,  therefore,  as  to  any  know- 
*'•  Icdfire  which  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  might  have  possessed  at 

an  early  period  with  respect  to  the  incorrectness  of  the  re- 
presentations which  were  madci  and  as  to  the  not  acting 
upon  that  information,  no  knowledge  of  that  kind  can 
avail  Mr.  Altwood  under  such  circumstances.  That  is  the 
way  in  which  the  case  is  shaped  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Now,  with  respect  to  Mr,  Philip  Taylor^  the  charges 
against  him  are:  that  he  received  pecuniary  accommoda- 
tion, (bribes,  as  it  is  said,)  from  Mr,  Atiwood^  which  in- 
duced him  to  identify  himself  with  Mr.  Atiwood^  to  pro- 
mote Mr.  AUwood's  interests,  and  to  obscure  that  which 
he  knew,  to  prevent  the  directors  from  being  apprized  of 
the  actual  state  of  things,  and  the  imposition  which,  it  is 
said,  had  been  practised  upon  them. 

First,  then,  with  respect  to  the  situation  of  Mr.  Philip 
Taylor,  and  as  to  the  probability  of  the  case,  (because  we 
are  always  to  take  probabilities  into  consideration  in  esti- 
mating evidence),  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  vma  a  partner  in  this 
Company  to  a  considerable  extent.  I  am  not  quite  sure 
with  respect  to  the  number  of  shares  he  held;  but  I  think 
he  held  800  shares.  Not  only  had  he  300  shares,  but  his 
immediate  relations  and  connections  were  also  deeply  in«> 
terested  in  this  concern.  He  had  every  motive,  therefore, 
as  far  as  related  to  his  particular  personal  interest,  to 
watch  over  the  interests  of  the  Company  at  large;  he  had 
a  great  interest  to  guard  against  any  fraud  being  committed 
upon  them.  If  you  suppose  htm  to  be  a  person  likely  to 
be  swayed  and  governed  by  interested  motives,  his  interest 
was  strong  to  watch  over  the  interest  of  the  concern,  and 
to  prevent  any  imposition  being  practised  upon  it  That 
was  his  situation  as  a  member  of  the  partnership;  but  he 
was  also  an  agent  to  the  Company* 
Now  what  was  his  situation  as  agent?     He  received,  I 
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thinks  3,000/.  a  year,  as  a  guperintendant  of  the  works  of  ^832. 
the  Company — be  received  an  additional  sum  of  600/.  for  small 
travellini?  expenses,    and  charges  of  that  description*  ^' 

o         r  f  o  I-  Attwood. 

But,  in  addition  to  that,  he  wi^  to  receive  a  small  per- 
centage upon  the  net  profits  of  the  concern.  It  was  his 
interest,  therefore,  as  agents  equally  as  it  was  his  interest 
as  a  proprietor  of  the  concern,  to  take  care  that  all  the 
purcliases  should  be  advantagepus.  If  the  Company  made 
a  disastrous  purchase,  particularly  to  the  extent  to  which 
this  purchase  was  carried,  and  any  loss  was  sustained,  the 
consequence  would  be,  pot  only  that  be  would  have  bo  per* 
centage  as  agent,  but  wh^t  was  lost  would  go  indiminu* 
tion  of  the  profits  he  would  be  entitled  to  receive  in  re-, 
spect  of  the  rest  of  the  works,  of  the  concern.  He  was^ 
therefore,  interested,  both  as  a  proprietor  and  as  an  agenti 
to  be  vigilant  with  respect  to  the  interests  of  the  Company. 
Now  what  are  the  charges  tb&t  are.  specifically  brought 
against  him?  It  is  sai^,  that  Mr.  ^/^f(;ooc/ sold  him  the 
furniture  of  the  house  .at  Qomgreave9y  including  the  fix- 
tures and  other  things,  for  a  sum  something  short  of 
4,000/.,  and  this  was  paid  by  a  promissory  note  at  twelve 
months,  with  an  engagement  to  renew  that  note.  That  is 
the  first  charge.  Now  po^sesMon  was  to  be  delivered, 
and  the  note  was  to  be  given  and  the  furniture  paid  for, 
only  in  the  event  of  the  contract  being  completed.  If  the 
contract  had  b^en  completed*  and  possession. delivered, 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor  had  no  reason  whatever  to  suppose 
that  there  would  be  any  further  controviersy  and  dispute 
between  Mr.  Attwood  and  the  Company.  He  had  no  rea- 
son to  suppose  that  Mr.  Attwood  would  afterwards  be 
placed  in  a  situation  adverse  to  the  Company,  and  that  he, 
as  lying  under  any  personal  obligation  to  Mr.  Attwood, 
would  find  it  difficult  to  perform  his  duty.  He  had  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  the  whole  of  the  affair  between 
them  would  not  then  be  at  an  end.  That  is  the  observation 
which  arises  with  respect  to  the  purchase  of  the  furniture.' 
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1 832.  It  appears,  also,  th  atduring  these  transactions,  while  Mr. 

Small        Philip  Taylor  was  residing  at  Comgreave9,  some  conver- 
sation took  place,  with  respect  to  the  necessity  that  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor  was  under  of  selling  a  part  of  his  shares, 
for  the  purpose  of  retaining  the  rest.    He  said  he  had  not 
sufficient  capital  to  hold  them  all.  Mr.  Aitwoodf  under  such 
circumstances^  said  that  he  would  assist  him:  he  advised 
him  not  to  sell;  that  the  concern  would  he  profitable;  that, 
in  his  situation,  if  he  sold  it  would  be  injurious  to  the  con- 
cern; it  would  create  a  bad  impression:  and  Mr.  Ailwood 
himself  was,  I  believe,  at  that  time  a  holder  of  shares  in  the 
concern ;  and  he  offered  to  lend  him  money  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  good  his  calls.     Here,  again,  that  money 
would  be  necessary  only  if  the  contract  was  completed. 
It  is  open,  therefore,  to  the  same  observation  as  the  re- 
mark I  have  already  made  with  respect  to  the  other  charge. 
If  the  contract  were  completed,  and  the  party  put  into  pos- 
session according  to  the  state  of  things  at  the  time,  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  any  contest 
would  ever  arise  between  Mr.  Aitwood  and  the  Company, 
and,  therefore,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  he  had  any 
reason  to  suppose,  that,  by  borrowing  money,  and  accept- 
ing the  offer  of  Mr.  Aitwood,  he  should  be  placed  in  an 
awkward  situation  as  between  him  and  the  Company.     It 
does  not  appear  to  me,  therefore,  that  as  to  these  two 
transactions  they  are  open  to  much  observation,  at  least 
nothing  leading  me  to  the  conclusion  of  any  fraud  on  the 
part  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor. 

Then  with  respect  to  the  2,000/.  At  the  time  when 
these  conversations  took  place,  Mr.  Aitwood saked,  I  think, 
whether  Mariineau  ^  Taylor  manufactured  their  own 
boilers.  The  answer  was  in  the  negative,  that  they  had 
not  sufficient  capital.  Mr.  Aitwood  said  that  it  was  a  pity; 
that  it  would  be  very  profitable;  that  the  concern  was  a 
very  good  one,  and  offered  to  assist  them :  however,  that 
offer  was  not  at  that  time  accepted;   it  was  not  accepted 
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till  the  17th  of  February^  in  the  following  year.  Certainly,  1832. 
at  the  time  when  that  S^OOO/.  was  advanced  to  the  firm  of 
Taylor  ^  Mariineau,  it  was  known  to  Mr.  Philip  Tay- 
lor^  that  disputes  had  arisen,  and  would  probably  be  car* 
ried  on  to  a  considerable  extent,  between  Mr.  Attwood  and 
the  Company ;  not  the  matters  that  are  now  in  controversy, 
but  other  matters,  unconnected  with  the  present  dispute ; 
and  I  think,  under  such  circumstances,  he,  acting  as  agent 
for  the  Company,  being  placed  in  the  situation  of  agent  of 
the  Company,  acted  imprudently  and  incorrectly,  under 
such  circumstances,  in  accepting  the  loan  of  S,(X)0/.,  al- 
though it  was  not  a  loan  personally  to  himself,  but  a  loan 
to  the  house  of  Taylor  Sf  Martineau. 

It  has  been  said,  that  all  these  transactions  were  concealed 
from  the  directors ;  and  it  is  supposed,  therefore,  that  being 
concealed,  or,  at  least,  not  being  mentioned  to  the  direc- 
tors, there  was  some  consciousness  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor  that  he  was  acting  incorrectly.  Now  it 
does  not  really  appear  to  me,  speaking  of  the  two  first 
transactions,  that  it  was  in  any  manner  incumbent  upon 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor  in  the  first  instance  to  mention,  that 
those  two  money  accommodations  had  passed  between  him 
and  Mr,  Aitwood.  If  he  had  been  interrogated  on  the  subject, 
and  had  made  a  false  statement,  some  imputation,  certainly, 
would  rest  upon  him ;  but  it  appears,  that  when  the  dis- 
putes took  place  between  Mr.  AHwood  and  the  Company, 
then  he  himself,  in  a  letter,  volunteered  the  communication 
as  to  these  two  advances;  I  think,  therefore,  no  imputa- 
tion rests  upon  him  upon  that  ground.  But  then  it  is  said, 
though  he  volunteered  the  statement  as  to  those  two  pay- 
ments, he,  upon  that  occasion,  said  nothing  as  to  the  loan 
of  2,000/.  to  the  house  of  Taylor  ^  Mariineau  :  that  is 
very  true;  but  if  the  object  of  that  letter  be  attended  to,  it 
is  not  at  all  unnatural  that  it  should  not  have  been  men- 
tioned;'and  it  appears  that  during  the  progress  of  the 
negotiation  after  the  loan,  the  circumstance  was  commu- 
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1832.^  nicated  to  one  of  the  managing  directors,  Mr.  John  Tay-^ 
lor;  and  there  is  evidence  also  that  Mx»' Philip  Taylor  was 
informed,  that  Mr.  John  Taylor  had  communicated  it  to 
the  directors,  and  that  it  was  kpown  to  them  all;  and^ 
therefore,  be  could  have  no  improper  object  in  no^  men- 
tioning it  in  the  letter  to  which  I  have  refei;red.  It  does 
not  appear  to  me,  therefore,  that  any  case,  arising  out  of 
these  circumstances  to  which  I  have  referred,  has  been 
made  out  sufficient  for  the  Court  to  proceed  adversely  to 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  Before  I  leave  this  topic,  I  sI^oqI^ 
further  observe,  that  this  part  of  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Phitip 
Taylor  was  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  investigation  among 
the  directors.  They  examined  into  it  with  great  minuteness, 
great  care,  and  great  attention,  and  the  result  of  that  in- 
quiry  was,  that  they  honorably  acquitted  Mr.  Philip  Tay 
lor  of  any  improper  or  dislibnorable  motives;  and  after- 
wards, at  subsequent  meetings,  when  something  disad- 
vantageous to  the  character  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  was 
thrown  out,  and  he  was  desirous  that  the  subject  should 
be  investigated,  they  said  it  was  wholly  unnecessary,  and 
wished  it  not  to  be  mentioned;  that  it  would  be  injurious 
to  the  concern,  and  that  there  was  no  imputation  whatever 
resting  upon  his  character. 

But  there  are  two  other  facts  which  are  mainly  insisted 
upon,  for  the  purpose  of  making  good  the  charge  against 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor;  and  one  of  those  circumstances  is  a 
conversation,  supposed  to  have  passed  between  him  and 
TAr.  Best  When  the  second  deputation  went  down,  in 
the  month  o{  April,  182G,  for  the  purpose  of  investigating 
the  accounts,  it  was  mentioned  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor;  and 
it  is  supposed  that  a  conversation  took  place,  upon  that  oc- 
casion, between  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  and  Mr.  Best,  and  that 
the  result  was  this:  that  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  said,  "Oh, 
if  they  come,  I  shall  bow  them  out,  and  send  them  home 
as  wise  as  they  came.**  That  is  one  of  the  charges. 
There  is  another  charge,  namely,  that  Mr.  Harrison,  after 
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investigating  the  accounts  of  the  wages,  drew  out  a  state-         )832. 
ment,  and  exhibited  that  statement  to  Mr*  Philip  Taylor; 
it  is  the  paper  marked  J.  H.  4;  and  that  the  wages  there 
differ' widely  from  the  amounts  stated  in  the  original  pa- 
pers.    That  this  was  notice,  therefore,  to  Mr.  Philip  Tay^ 
lor  of  the  imposition  that  had  been  practised,  and  that  he 
ou(^t  to  have  communicated  that  to  the  directors;  but 
that  he  did  not  do  so.     Those  are  the  two  main  charges; 
they  are  brought  forward  dbtinctly,  as  specific  charges^ 
against  Mr.  Philip  Taylor ^  but  neither  of  thein  is  men<t 
tioned  in  the  bill :  and  iP  they  were  intended  to  have  been 
brought  forward  in  the  prominent  manner  in  which  they 
have  been   brought  forward,  I  think,  in  fairness,  they 
ought  to  have  been  introduced  in  the  bill,  in  order  that 
they  might  be  met  and  explained  by  the  answer  of  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor.    But  now,  as  to  the  first  of  them,  I  con- 
fess, I  am  incredulous  with  respect  to  the  correctness  of 
the  recollection  of  Mr.  Besiy  and  for  a  reason  which  I 
will  state:  the  balance  sheet, as  it  is  called,  or  the  quarter- 
ly account,  had  been,  after  the  report  of  the  month  of 
March,  submitted,  in  London,  to  the  examioation  of  Mr. 
Smith,  the  accountant,  and  he  bad  discovered  the  falla- 
cious manner  in  which  that  account  was  made  out.     That 
was  known  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor;  and  it  was  known  that, 
in  consequence  of  the  discoveries  that  were  made  upon 
that  examination,  the  accountant  was  going  down  for  the 
purpose  of  pursuing  those  investigations  at  Corngreaves, 
not  alone,  but  in  company  with  some  of  the  directors,  Mr. 
Morris  and  Mr.  Logan,  I  think.     It  was  quite  impos- 
sible, under  such  circumstances,  that  Mr.  Philip  Tay- 
lor  could  suppose  that  he  could  prevent  that  investi« 
gation  going  on,  or  that  he  could  dismiss  them  with  a 
bow,  and  send  them  home  as  wise  as  they  came.      It  is 
quite  irreconcilable  with  the  nature  of  things,  and  the 
state  of  the  Company.    A  misrepresentation,  to  a  great 
extent,  had  been  discovered;  it  was  obvious,  therefore. 
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183*2.  that  it  must  be  pursued,  and  nothing  of  that  description', 
could  prevent  it.  Besides,  it  appears  by  the  correspond 
dence^  and  tlie  letters  of  Mr.  PhiUp  Taylor^  that  he 
strongly  urged  an  investigation  of  the  accounts^  and  that 
he  did  this  over  and  over  again.  All  this  brings  me  to  the 
conclusion,  that  there  has  been  some  mistake  or  misap* 
prehension,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Best^  vrith  respect  to  this 
conversation,  a  conversation  that  may  have  passed  with 
reference  to  other  tiihes,  and  other  persons;  but  I  cannot 
think  that  it  could  have  passed  with  reference  to  that  par- 
ticular measure  to  which  it  is  applied  by  Mr.  Best,  I  con- 
fess, therefore,  that  I  cannot  found  upon  it  a  charge  against 
Mr.  PhiUp  Taylor. 

Then,  as  to  the  paper,  J*  H.  4,  it  appears,  that  Mr. 
Harrison  examined  the  books.  He  examined  them  at 
great  length,  and  with  minuteness,  from  the  12th  of  Oo 
tober  to  the  19th  of  November ^  and  he  made  out  this  state- 
ment; and,  undoubtedly,  the  wages  in  that  statement  do 
not  correspond  with  the  statement  contained  in  the  papers 
which  form  the  basis  of  the  contract ;  but  there  is  no  evi* 
dence  to  shew  that  any  copy  of  this  paper  was  given  to 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  It  is  not  sworn  by  Mr.  Harrison  that 
any  copy  of  the  paper  was  given  to  Mr.  PhiUp  Taylor. 
I  think  if  he  had  delivered  a  copy  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor^ 
he  could  not  have  failed  to  have  recollected  it,  especially 
if  he  had  delivered  it  to  him  for  the  deliberate  purpose  of 
giving  him  this  information,  and  that  it  might  be  commu- 
nicated to  the  directors. 

Again,  what  was  the  impression  made  upon  the  mind  of 
Mr.  Harrison  with  respect  to  the  statement  which  he  re- 
ceived, for  he  was  present  at  the  investigation  in  the  room 
with  the  deputation:  he  was  a  party  acting  in  the  trans- 
action. Did  it  strike  him  at  once,  when  he  made  out  this 
account,  that  it  was  a  proof  of  the  incorrect  representations 
that  had  been  made  to  him  by  the  authority  of  Mr.  AUwood? 
If  it  had  done  so  it  seems  to  me  almost  impossible  that  it 
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should  tiot  have  formed  the  subject  of  communication  and         1832. 

conversation  with  Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  and  a  conversation        small 

of  so  marked  a  character,  as  to  have  rendered  it  impossible 

that  it  could  have  been  misapprehended ;  and  yet  I  do 

not  find 9  in  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Harrison^  that  he  states 

any  thing  as  to  what  passed  between  him  and  Mr.  Philip 

Taylor  at  the  time  when  this  communication  was  made ; 

nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  shew  that  the  impression  upon 

the  mind  of  Mr.  Harrison,  who  made  out  this  account^ 

waS)  that  it  impugned  the  statements  that  had  been  made 

by  Mr.  Atiwood  to  the  deputation.     It  was  an  account  of 

wages  at  different  periods.   The  works  had  been  in  a  state 

of  disorder  with  respect  to  the  wages,  as  I  find  by  the 

evidence  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor:  things  were  in  a  very  dis- 

organized  state;  and  it  was  difficult  at  once,  therefore,  to 

come  to  a  conclusion,  because  those  wages  differed  from 

the  wages  which  had  been  represented  at  an  early  period  in 

the  month  of  June;  that  therefore  the  statements  which  had 

been  made  were  fraudulent  statements. 

In  addition  to  this,  we  are  to  take  into  account  the  par- 
ticular occupation  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor.  Mr.  Philip 
Taylor  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  accounts,  he  was  de- 
sired not  to  interfere  with  them,  they  were  under  the  de- 
partment of  Mr.  Edwards  and  other  persons*  He  was 
employed  in  superintending  the  active  part  of  the  busi- 
ness, giving  directions  fur  new  works,  superintending 
the  workmen,  giving  interviews  to  persons  who  called 
upon  business,  and  corresponding  with  the  directors ;  and 
his  whole  time  was  so  occupied  that  it  is  not  surprising  if 
a  communication  of  this  kind  had  been  made  under  cir- 
cumstances not  calculated  to  impress  it  upon  his  mind, 
that  he  might  have  omitted  to  communicate  it  to  the  direc- 
tors without  any  improper  or  sinister  design. 

Add  to  this,  that,  according  to  my  recollection,  two  of 
the  directors  were  down  there  about  the  time,  or  about 
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1832.  the  ZSth  of  Novfitnber ;  and  if  Mr.  ff artisan  had  been  im- 
pressed with  the  con^tents  of  these. papery,  as  impugning 
the  statement  contained  in  the  twelve  papers,  be  .wpuld 
have  communicated  it,  no  doubt,  to  the, directors  upon,  the 
spot.  This  is  no  evidence  that  be  made  any.3uch  com* 
munication;  and,  therefore,  I  am  led  to  the  conclus^pn, 
that  the  impression  was  not  made  at  the  iitne  upon  the 
mind  o(  Mr.  Harrison.  If  that  impre^on  were  npt  m^de 
at  the  time  upon  the  mind  of  Mr.  Harrison,  why  should  it 
have  been  made  upon  the  mpd  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  f  I 
think,  therefore,  considering  that  these  two  charge^  are.  not 
contained  in  the  bill,  and  considering  the  circumstances 
to  which  I  have  adverted,  there  is  not  sufficient  in  them  to 
lead  me  to  the  conclusion,  that  Mr.i^tfip  Taylor  was 
acting  in  any  fraudulent  concert  with  Mr.  Atiwood* 

But  then  it  is  saidi  that  he  represented  the  profits  of  the 
quarter  to  be  8,000/.,  making  an  annual  profit  of  about 
30,000/.  a  year,  and  he  is  made  responsible  for  the  quar- 
terly account,  the  account  wbicfai.  he  signed.  Now  it  was 
not  his  business  to  make  out  that  account :  the  accounts 
were  not  made  out  by  him;  they  were  made  out  by  Mr. 
Edwards^  with  the  assistance  of  Mr..  Harrison.  Itb  true 
that  Mr.  Hairison  says,  they  were  revised  by  Mr.  Philip 
Taylor;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  what  extent  his  jattention 
was  directed  to  them*  These  accounts  were  made  out  in 
such  a  way  as  to  impose,  upon  Mr.  Harrison.  They  .were 
made  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  impose,  in  the  first  instance^ 
upon  the  directors,  who  were  men  of  business,  commercial 
men :  they  did  not  see  the  fallacious  manner  in  which  they 
were  made  out,  and  the  fallacious  principle  upon  which 
they  were  founded.  Why,  then,  should  that  have  been  dis- 
covered by  Mr.  Philip  Taylor?  It  appears  to  me,  accord- 
ing to  all  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  that  Mr.  PhiSp 
Taylor  adopted  what  was  stated  to  him  by  Mr.  Edwards, 
without  much  consideration;  and  that  the  inference  at- 
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tempted  to  be  drawn,  unfavourable  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor ,        *832. 
from  the  statement  with  respect  to  the  quarterly  accounts, 
is  unfounded. 

A  question  may  arise,  and  it  is  a  different  question,  so 
far  as  relates  to  Mr.  Attwood.  When  those  advances  of 
money  were  made^  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  had  no  reason  to 
expect  that  this  controversy  would  arise.  When  these 
accommodations  were  offered,  he  had  no  ground  for  en- 
tevtaining  any  such  opinions.  But  if  those  mis-statements 
were  such  as  I  have  represented  them  to  be,  and  as  the 
evidence  has  proved  them  to  my  mind,  they  must  have 
been  known  to  Mr.  Attwood;  and  certainly  it  was  very  in-« 
correct  iii  HLv*  Atiwood  himself,  under  such  circumstances, 
to  endeavour,  by  pecuniary  accommodation,  to  entangle 
the  superintendant  of  the  works,  the  only  member  of  the 
Company  who  was  placed  in  a  situation  hkely  to  detect  the 
errors  in  the  statements  which  Mr.  Attwood  had  made. 
And  this  connects  it  with  another  part  of  the  case,  with 
respect  to  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Attwood;  I  mean  that  part 
of  the  case  which  relates  to  Mr.  Edwards.  He  recom^ 
mended  Mr.  Edwards  as  a  clerk  or  agent  to  the  Company. 
He  does  not  deny  this  in  his  answer:  he  denies  the  parti- 
cular character  of  cashier ;  but  he  does  not  deny  that  he 
recommended  him  as  a  clerk  to  the  Company.  Yet  we 
find,  according  to  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  that  he 
entertained  the  worst  possible  opinion  of  Mr.  Edwards; 
that  he  stated,  over  and  over  again,  that  he  thought  he 
was  robbing  him;  that  he  thought  he  was  a  man  upon 
whose  word  no  reliance  could  be  placed;  that  he  had  a 
lamentable  propensity  to  lying,  and  that  he  was  desirous 
of  getting  rid  of  him ;  but  that  he  could'  not  disentangle 
himself  from  the  connection  for  particular  reasons,  which 
were  not  explained.  I  think,  under  such  circumstances, 
it  was  not  very  correct  conduct  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Attwood 
to  have  recommended  him  to  so  confidential  a  situation  as 
that  which  Mr.  Edwards  held  in  this  concern ;  and  it  ^ 
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1832.  remarkable,  that,  notwithstanding  the  character  which 
Small  ^^  S^^^  <>^  ^1**  Edwareh,  during  the  time  that  Mr.  Ed^ 
wards  was  acting  as  the  accountant  for  and  clerk  in  the 
concern,  a  continued  communication  was  kept  up  between 
him  and  Mv.Jiiieood  in  the  house  of  Mr.  Taylor.  Up- 
on the  whole,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  case  as  against  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  established. 
It  is  not  established  to  my  satisfaction;  it  depends  upon 
evidence,  which,  in  some  particulars,  I  think  has  been  mis- 
apprehended ;  and  I  think  strained  inferences  have  been 
drawn  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  from  other  parts  of  the 
conduct  of  Mr.  Philip  Taylor. 

Having  disposed,  then,  of  this  point,  the  only  remaining 
question  to  be  considered  is,  how  far  the  acts  of  confirma- 
tion,on  the  part  of  the  Company,  of  these  contracts,  deprive 
the  plaintiffs  of  the  right  to  institute  this  suit.  Supposing 
that  immediately  after  the  9th  of  November,  when  they 
were  put  into  possession  of  this  property,  they  had  a  right 
to  have  interposed,  and  have  said,  we  have  been  deceived 
with  respect  to  it — have  the  circumstances,  which  have 
taken  place  since  that  period,  been  such  as  to  deprive  them 
of  that  right?  The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant Attwood  is,  that  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  was  their  agent: 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor  was  upon  the  spot,  and  had  been  there 
as  early  as  the  25th  of  September,  and  had  continued 
down  to  the  month  of  October,  with  the  exception  of 
a  very  few  days;  that  afterwards  he  was  put  in  pos- 
session upon  the  9th  of  November,  and  remained  in  pes* 
session  from  the  9th  of  November,  superintending  the 
works,  down  to  the  period  when  this  suit  was  first  insti- 
tuted. It  is  said,  that  be  must  have  known  of  these  mis* 
representations;  that  he  had  ample  opportunity  of  know- 
ing every  particular  connected  with  the  works;  and  that  if 
he  had  every  opportunity  of  knowing  all  the  particulars 
connected  with  the  works,  he  was  himself,  also,  one  of  the 
partners  in  the  concern;  that  it  is  too  late  now  to  wait  the 
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chance  of  events  for  a  period  of  six  weeks^  to  He  by  during      ^832. 
the  whole  of  that  time,  and  then,  at  the  expiration  of  that 
period,  to  turn  round  and  say — We  must  have  these  con* 
tracts  vacated  on  account  of  the  false  representations  upon 
which  they  are  founded. 

Now,  first,  with  respect  to  the  fault,  I  have  already  stated 
that  I  should  advert  to  that  subject  again.— I  pronounce  no 
opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  evidence  was  such  as 
would  have  justified  me,  if  the  case  had  depended  upon 
the  fault  alone,  upon  that  ground  to  have  set  aside  the 
contract.  I  do  not  think  it.  necessary  to  do  so.  I  think 
that  immediately  after  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  took  possession, 
as  the  agent  of  the  Company,  as  a  partner  of  the  con- 
cern, he  must  have  known  of  the  circumstances  connected 
with  the  fault.  All  the  workmen,  or  nearly  all  the  work- 
men, were  continued.  Every  thing  that  was  knoWn  to  Mr. 
Attwood  must  have  been  known  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  of 
necessity,  immediately  after  he  took  possession.  It  is  quite 
clear,  from  what  passed  between  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  and 
Mr.  Fowler  in  the  month  of  January ,  that  he  knew  of  this 
fault.  I  think,  under  those  circumstances,  supposing  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor  to  be  the  fair  and  honest  agent  of  the  Com- 
pany, it  is  too  late  now,  at  the  expiration  of  six  months, 
to  turn  round  and  say,  upon  that  ground,  that  this  bill 
might  be  filed  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  contract: 
I  think  the  parties  should  have  come  earlier.  I  think  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor  knew  all  that  Mr.  jitiwood  knew  at  a  very 
early  period ;  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  a  ground 
upon  which  I  should  have  felt  myself  justified  in  vacating 
these  contracts. 

Having  disposed  of  this  point,  we  come  to  other  parts  of 
the  case.  Upon  the  25th  of  September,  Mr.  Philip  Taylor 
was  upon  the  spot.  There  is  evidence  to  shew,  that  he  had 
an  opportunity  of  inspecting  the  books  in  the  counting- 
house;  and  that  he  actually  availed  himself  of  that  oppor- 
tunity, and  did  inspect  them;  but  to  what  extent  that  in- 
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18^^      spection  was  carried  does  not  appear^  nor  is  it  likely  that 
it  was  carried  on  in  such  a  way  as  to  have  led  to  any  clear 
or  satisfactory  information  with  respect  to  the  subjects, 
that  are  matters  of  controversy  in  this  suit    It  would  have 
required  a  close  and  minute  investigation  of  a  very  differ- 
ent description  from  that  spoken  to  by  the  witnesses,  to 
have  enabled  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  to  have  arrived  at  any 
such  information,  from  the  accounts  that  were  produced 
to  him.    There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  he  ever  saw 
the  stock-papers.    What,  then,  afterwards  took  place? 
On    the  9th  of  November^   when  he   took  possession, 
what  did  Mr.  AUicood  do?    Every  book  was  removed* 
Mr.Atiwood  had  a  right  to  do  so;  they  were  removed 
with  the  utmost  possible  anxiety,   not  only  every  book 
that  was  exhibited  in    the  counting-house,    but  every 
fragment  that  might   be   made  use  of  as  evidence  a- 
gainst  him,  as  to  the  former  state  of  the  works.     A  wit- 
ness, I  think  of  the  name  of  Horion,  was  asked  by  Mr. 
Atttoood,  in  the  course  of  conversation,  whether  he  had 
any  books  belonging  to  the  works,  he  said, ''  No;  I  have 
a  private  memorandum  book  of  my  own."    Mr.  Attwood 
required  to  see  it;  and  it  was  retained  by  Mr.  Atiioood, 
He  said,  ''Have  you  no  other  papers  or  documents?** 
*'  Yes,"  said  he, ''  1  have  two  other  papers  upon  which  I 
have  made  memorandums."    ''  Give  them  to  me,"  said  Mr. 
AitwQod.     Mr.  Norton  brought  them,  and  he  took  pos- 
session of  them.     I  mention  this,  to  shew  that  there  was  a 
complete  clearing  out,  if  I  may  so  express  myself,  at  the 
time,  of  every  thing  that  could  give  information  as  to  the 
former  state  of  the  works.     Therefore,  Mr.  Philip  Taylor, 
being  there  in  possession  as  the  superintendant,  had  no 
opportunity,  even  if  he  had  time  for  such  investigation,  to 
inspect  and  to  examine  the  books,  for  the  purpose  of  see- 
ing whether,  upon  such  examination,  the  statements  made 
by  Mr.  AUwood  had  or  had  not  been  correct. 

But  while  Mr.  Philip  Taylor  continued  to  superintend 
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the  works,  what  was  the  nature  of  his  business?  I  have  1832. 
akeady  described  that  he  did  not  keep  the  accounts:  he 
pursued  the  active  part  of  the  business;  directed  new 
works,  and  alteration  of  old  works;  superintended  the  work- 
men; received  persons  coming  upon  business;  carried  on  a 
very  extensive  and  voluminous  correspondence  with  the 
directors:  his  time  was  wholly  occupied.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear, therefore,  that  he  had  any  opportunity,  or  that  he 
had  any  knowledge  whatever  of  any  particular  facts^  upon 
which  he  could  build  the  conclusion,  that  deception  had 
been  practised  upon  him.  It  is  true,  that,  in  the  progress 
of  time,  in  the  course  of  about  five  or  six  weeks  aMr  they 
had  been  put  into  possession,  the  directors  discovered  that 
the  profits  were  not  such  as  they  had  been  taught  to  ex* 
pect  by  the  deductions  from  the  statements  they  had  re- 
ceived;  and  Mr.  Small  wrote,  upon  the  22nd  of  December, 
a  private  and  confidential  letter,  of  great  length,  to  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor,  upon  the  subject.  It  appears,  from  Mr. 
Philip  Taylor^s  answer,  that  he  entertained  the  same  feel- 
ing; but  that  neither  of  them  knew  to  what  the  deductions 
were  to  be  referred.  No  investigation  had  taken  place; 
Mr.  Philip  Taylor  said,  "  Let  us  wait  and  see  what  the 
quarteriy  account  is."  The  quarterly  account  was  made,  and 
produced  by  Mr.  Edwards i  and,  upon  the  face  of  that,  they 
all  supposed  there  was  a  profit  of  8000/.  upon  that  quar- 
teriy^ account.  The  report  in  the  month  of  March  was 
framed  by  Mr.  Philip  Taylor,  and  the  profits  were  stated 
to  be  about  30,000/.  a  year.  They  were  a  little  relieved 
at  that  moment;  but  it  occurred  to  some  of  them  that  it 
would  be  better  to  have  that  account  investigated.  Mr. 
Smith  investigated  the  account;  it  was  very  shortly  cut 
down  from  30,000/L  to  4,000/.,  and  has  since,  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses,  been  cut  down  to  1,800/.  Then^ 
what  took  place  ?  A  deputation  was  sent  down  to  investi- 
gate the  account  still  further;  and  the  result  of  that  in- 
vestigation was,  that  they  found  they  had  been  deceived 
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1832.        in  the  representations  made  by  Mr.  Attwaod;  and  it  was 
determined  immediately  to  institute  this  suit. 

NoW|  it  has  been  said^  that  indulgence  had  from  time  to 
time,  with  respect  to  pecuniary  payment,  been  asked  of 
Mr.  Atiwood  by  the  British  Iron  Company.  That  is  true; 
but  the  last  application  of  the  kind  was  made  previously 
to  the  deputation  going  down,  to  which  I  have  referred. 
At  the  time  of  the  last  applicationi  although  it  was  known 
that  the  profits  of  the  concern  were  not  so  extensive  as 
they  had  anticipated ;  that  they  fell  far  short  of  the  bril- 
liant expectations  which  they  had  formed ;  yet  they  had  no 
distinct  knowledge  to  what  cause  it  was  to  be  ascribed, 
and  they  therefore  could  not  act  upon  it  in  their  trans- 
actions with  Mr.  AitiDood.  They  acted  with  respect  to 
Mr.  Attwood,  and  with  regard  to  the  property,  as  if  the 
transaction  had  been  a  fair  one ;  but  the  moment  the  in- 
vestigation had  taken  such  a  shape  as  to  get  something 
tangible  upon  which  they  could  proceed,  from  that  mo* 
ment  they  stayed  their  hands,  and  they  determined  to  in- 
stitute these  proceedings.  It  does  not  appear  to  me, 
therefore,  upon  the  whole,  that  there  has  been  any  such 
confirmation,  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Philip 
Taylor 9  or  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of  the  directors,  as 
to  deprive  the  Company  of  a  right  to  institute  this  suit, 
supposing  they  could  have  originally  instituted  it,  upon 
the  ground  of  the  inaccuracy  of  the  representations  that 
were  made. 

It  has  also  been  said,  that  great  alteration  has  taken  place 
in  the  property;  that  the  trees  have  been  cut  down,  and  the 
surface  has  been  altered;  but  all  this  was  in  the  natural 
exercise  of  the  rights  of  the  supposed  owner  of  the  pro- 
perty. There  is  no  suggestion,  at  least  no  suggestion  that 
satisfies  me  in  point  of  evidence,  that  they  have  not  acted 
fairly  in  the  management  of  the  property :  the  whole  was 
incident  to  the  act  done  by  Mr.  Aiiwood;  they  were  put 
into  possession  as  owners;  and  they  conducted  Uiemselves 
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as  owners  till  they  discovered,  as  they  thought,  that  they  ^  l®^- 
had  been  imposed  upon ;  and  they  then  stayed  their  hands, 
and  instituted  this  suit.  1  am  hound,  then,  to  say,  upon 
the  whole,  that  I  am  satisfied  that  there  were  misrepre- 
sentations of  material  facts,  knowingly  made  by  Mr.  Ait- 
wood,  with  respect  to  those  circumstances  which  were  the 
bases  of  these  agreements.  That  being  so,  it  is  clear  that 
these  agreements  cannot  stand ;  that  the  Court  ought  to 
vacate  them ;  and  that  nothing  that  has  been  since  done 
has  deprived  the  parties  of  their  right  to  institute  these 
proceedings.  With  respect  to  the  particular  form  of  the 
decree  that  I  shall  pronounce,  it  is  important  that  I  should 
draw  it  up  myself;  but  this  much  I  will  say,  that  the 
agreement  must  be  vacated ;  that  the  money  that  has  been 
paid  must  of  course  be  returned  with  interest;  and  that 
the  parties  who  have  been  in  possession  of  this  property 
must  account  for  the  profits  of  that  property;  of  course, 
in  that  account,  they  must  be  considered  as  having  held  that 
property  during  that  period  on  account  of  Mr.  Altwood. 

With  respect  to  the  costs,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr. 
Attwood  must  pay  the  costs;  that  the  bill  must  be  dismiss- 
ed so  far  as  relates  to  Mr.  Philip  Taylor ^  with  costs :  I 
am  of  opinion  also,  that  Mr.  James  and  Mr.  Edwards 
should  pay  their  costs.  The  costs  of  the  suit  are  to  be 
paid  by  these  three  defendants. 
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Nw.  17, 20. 
After  the  judgment  had  been  pronounced,  and   in  on  the  tale  of 
November,  1832,  the  plaintiffs  filed  their  supplemental  ^J^jy*'™" 

200,000/.,  part 
of  the  purchase-money,  was  paid  to  the  Tendor  in  Banic  of  England  notes.  The  same  notes  were  deli- 
vered hy  the  vendor  to  his  stoclt-broker,  by  whom  they  were  paid  into  his  (the  stoclc-brolcer's)  bank- 
ers. On  the  same  day  the  stock-broker  purchased  a  sum  of  192,766/.  %a.  9d,  New  iL  per  cent. 
Bank  Annuities,  in  the  name  of  the  vendor,  and  the  purchase-money  for  such'stock  was  paid  by  the 
cheque  of  the  stock-broker  on  his  bankers.  The  stock  remuned  in  the  name  of  the  vendor,  and 
under  his  control,  for  some  years,  when,  pending  a  suit  for  setting  aside  the  sale  of  the  iron-works, 
on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation,  the  vendor  transferred  the  stock  into  the  name  of  his  mother. 
The  sale  of  the  iron-works  being  rescinded,  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation  by  the  vendor,  an 
injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  the  transfer  of  the  stock. 

When  a  contract  is  rescinded  for  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  it  is  the  same  as  if  no  contract  had 
ever  existed,  and  the  parties  are  restored  to  the  situation  in  which  they  were  before  the  contract, 
as  nearly  as  possible. 
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1832.  bUI  against  the  defendants,  John  Aiiwood  and  PAasbe 
Aiiwoodf  his  mother,  and  the  defendant  John  TayloTy 
stating  the  proceedings  in  the  original  suit,  and  that  the 
S00,000/.  were  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  Small  and  Shears^ 
and  the  defendant  John  Taylor^  to  the  defendant  Johm 
Aiiwood f  on  the  4th  day  of  November,  1835;  but  that 
the  twenty-five  Exchequer  Bills  for  1000/.  each  were 
not,  as  in  the  pleadings  stated,  delivered  over  to  the  de- 
fendant John  Aiiwood,  on  the  4tli  of  November,  1826^ 
but  were  in  fact  delivered  over  to  the  plaindfis  Small 
and  Shears,  and  the  defendant  John  Taylor,  by  Messrs. 
Hoare,  Barneii,  ^  Co.;  «nd  that  the  defendant  John 
Taylor,  thereupon,  and  on  the  4th  of  November,  1835, 
and  at  the  time  of  paying  the  sum  of  300,000/.  in  lieu 
of  the  twenty-five  Exchequer  Bills,  and  the  interest  due 
thereon,  paid  to  the  defendant  Aiiwood,  the  sum  of  35,000/Ly 
and  the  further  sum  of  303/.  Is.  for  interest  thereon. 

The  supplemental  bill  stated  that  the  three  several 
sums  of  300,000£,  35.000/.,  and  303/.  U.,  making  together 
335,303/.  Is.,  were  paid  to  the  defendant  John  Aiiwood, 
by  three  several  cheques,  bearing  date  respectively  the 
said  4th  of  November,  1835,  one  of  such  cheques  being 
drawn  by  the  plaintiffs.  Small  and  Shears,  upon  the  cash- 
iers of  the  Bank  of  England,  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
John  Aiiwood,  or  bearer,  for  195,000/.;  one  other  of  such 
cheques  being  drawn  by  the  same  plaintiffs  upon  Sir  Pe» 
ier  Pole  %  Co.  in  favour  of  the  defendant  John  Aiiwood,  or 
bearer,  for  15,000/./  and  the  third  of  such  cheques  being 
drawn  by  the  same  plaintiffs  upon  Messrs.  Hoare,  Bameit 
^  Co.,  in  favour  of  the  defendant  John  Aiiwood,  or  bear* 
er,  for  15,303/.  1^. 

The  supplemental  bill  further  stated  that  the  cheque 
for  195,000/.  was  paid  to  the  defendant  John  Aiiwood,  in 
notes  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 
land,  the  dates,  numbers,  and  amount  of  which,  were  spe- 
cified in  the  supplemental  bill;  and  that,  at  the  time  the 
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defendant  AtifAood  received  the  amount  of  the  last-men- 
tioned cheque,  he,  in  conformity  with  the  practice  of  the 
Bank,  indorsed  his  name  on  the  back  of  the  cheque,  as 
the  person  by  whom  the  .cheque  was  presented  for  pay- 
ment That  the  cheque  for  15000/.  on  Sir  Pete^'  Pole  % 
Co.  was  also  paid  to  the  defendant  John  Attwood  in  notes 
of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^ 
the  dates,  numbers,  and  amount  of  which  were  in  like  man- 
ner specified  in  the  supplemental  bill;  and  the  defendant, 
John  Attwoodi  paid  the  notes  received  for  such  cheques 
into  the  banking-house  of  Messrs.  Hammersley  S^  Co. 

The  supplemental  bill  further  stated,  that  on  or  about 
the  8th  of  November f  1825,  the  defendant,  John  Aitwood^ 
or  his  bankers,  Messrs.  Hammersleys  %  Co.,  by  Messrs. 
Andrews,  Parker  ^  Scruiton,  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  laid 
out  and  invested  200,000/.  in  the  purchase  of  various  sums 
of  New  4/.  per  cent.  Annuities,  which,  according  to  the 
marj^et  price  of  the  day,  deducting  brokerage,  amounted 
in  the  whole  to  the  exact  sum  of  192,766/.  8^.  9d.  New  4/. 
per  cent*  Annuities;  and  on  the  said  8th  of  November, 
1825,  several  sums  of  stock,  amounting  together  to  192,766/. 
8s.  9d.  New  4/.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  were  transferred 
by  the  several  persons  from  whom  the  same  had  been  pur- 
chased, into  the  name  of  the  defendant,  John  Ailwood* 
That,  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  purchase  of  the  said 
Bank  Annuities,  the  sum  of  200,000/.  was  paid  by  Messrs. 
Hammersley  8f  Co.,  the  bankers  of  the  defendant  John 
Attwood,  to  the  said  Messrs.  Andrews,  Parker  ^  Scrutton, 
and  which  sum  of  200,000/.  was  paid  and  made  up  by  and 
with  the  bank  notes  received  by  the  defendant  John  Att- 
wood, as  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  in  the  supplemental  bill 
mentioned  and  specified  {a).    The  supplemental  bill  stated 

(a)  The  bill  identified,  by  dates,  Attwood,  for  the  cheques,  and  sub- 
numbers,  and  amount,  the  notes  sequently  paid  by  him  to  Messrs. 
traced  to  the   stock-broker,  with  Hammtnleys. 
those  received  by  the  defendant  /. 
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that  the  192,766/.  8s,  9d.  New  ^.per  cent.  Annuities  con- 
tinued to  stand  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  John  Aii^ 
wood,  until  the  conversion  thereof,  under  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament, into  192,7662. 8s.  9d.  New  3L  10s.  per  eeni.  Bank 
Annuities;  and  that,  after  such  conversion,  the  192^7661. 
8s^  9d,  New  31.  Ids. per  cent.  Bank  Annuities  continued  to 
stand  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  John  AUtoood,  until 
on  or  about  the  20th  of  Augtist^  1831,  when  th^  whole  of 
such  stock  was  transferred  by  the  defendant,  John  Alt* 
wood,  into  the  name  of  his  mother^  the  defendant  Phoebe 
Attwood;  and  that  the  same  had,  ever  since  such  transfer, 
remained  standing  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  Phoebe 
Atiwood;  that  John  Attwood,  on  the  6th  o(  December, 
1825,  executed  a  power  of  attorney  for  acceptance  and  di- 
vidends to  Messrs.  Hammersley,  who,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  such  power,  from  time  to  time  received  the  dividends 
on  the  said  sum  of  19^,766/.  8s.  9d.  New  4/.  per  cent. 
Bank  Annuities,  until  such  conversion  thereof,  and  until 
the  transfer  thereof  into  the  name  of  the  defendant,  Phmbe 
Attwood,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant,  John 
Atiwood;  and  that  shortly  after  the  last-mentioned  trans- 
fer, viz.  on  or  about  the  28th  ot  December,  \8S\,  the  de- 
fendant Phosbe  Attwood,  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to 
the  defexidaxxt  John  Attwood,  whereby  the  defendant  John 
Attwood  was  authorized  and  empowered  to  receive  the  di- 
vidends of  such  sum  of  192,766/.  8s.  9d*  New  31.  lOs.  per 
cent.  Bank  Annuities ;  and  that,  accordingly,  the  defen- 
dant John  Atiwood,  under  the  authority  of  that  power  of 
attorney,  received  the  half-yearly  dividends  which  became 
due  on  the  said  last-mentioned  stock,  on  the  5th  of  Jaim~ 
ary,  1832. 

That  on  the  28th  oiJuly,  1832,  the  power  of  attorney 
to  the  defendant  John  Attwood  was  revoked;  and  the  de- 
fendant Phoebe  Atiwood  thereupon  made  and  executed  ano- 
ther power  of  attorney  to  Jonas  Smith  Wells  the  younger; 
and  Jonas  Smith  Wells  the  younger  had,  accordingly^  un« 
der  the  authority  of  the  last-mentioned  power  of  attorney. 
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received  the  half-yearly  diyidends,  which  became  due  in  ^  1332. 
respect  of  the  said  stock,  on  the  5th  of  July  then  last. 
The  supplemental  bill  alleged,  that  the  said  sum  of 
192,766/.  8«.  %d.  New  32. 10«.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities, 
was  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  defendant  Phoebe 
Aittooodf  as  a  trustee  for  the  said  defendant  John  Atttoood; 
and  that  the  defendant  Phoebe  Atiwood  had  not  any  bene- 
ficial interest  therein,  or  in  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the 
defendant  John  Atttoood  received  the  dividends  under  the 
power  of  attorney  of  the  28th  o{  December,  1831,  for  his 
own  use  and  benefit;  and  that  Jonas  Smith  Wells,  the 
younger,  since  the  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney  to 
him,  had  received  the  dividends,  on  account  and  for  the 
use  of  the  defendant  John  Attwood. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  several  sums  of  money 
pud  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  John  Attwood,  on 
account  of  the  said  purchase*money  and  interest,  amount- 
ed together  to  the  sum  of  265,9271.  Is*,  exclusive  of  cer- 
tain payments  which  were  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to 
the  defendant  John  Attwood,  in  pursuance  of  the  several 
contracts  for  stock  and  other  matters.  That  the  iron- 
works, mines,  and  collieries,  did  not  exceed  100,000/. 
in  value ;  and  the  defendant  John  Attwood  had  not  any 
funds  or  property,  exclusive  of  the  said  iron-works,  mines, 
and  collieries,  and  the  said  192,766/.  8^.  9d.  New  31. 
lOs.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  wherewith  to  repay  to  the 
British  Iron  Company  the  monies  so  as  aforesaid  owing 
by  him  to  them. 

The  supplemental  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs (without  prejudice  to  their  lien  upon  the  said  iron-works, 
mines,  collieries,  and  other  property  for  securing  the  pay- 
ment of  the  monies  due  to  the  Company  from  the  defendant 
John  Attwood),  were  entitled  to  the  said  sum  of  192,766/. 
Ss.  9c/.  New  3/.  10«.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  the 
future  dividends  thereon;  or  to  a  lien  upon  the  same  an- 
nuities and  dividends,  for  securing  to  them  the  repayment 
by  the  defendant  John  Attwood  of  the  monies  owing  by 
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him  to  the  said  partnership  or  Company;  and,  for   the 
like  purpose,  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  all  other  securities  or 
v<  investmentSi  in  which  the  other  monies  paid  to  the  defen- 

dant John  Aiiwood  had  been  laid  out  or  invested;  and 
that  the  sum  of  19^,766/.  8«.  9d.  New  U.  10«.  ^per  eemi. 
Bank  Annaitiesj  and  the  future  dividends  thereon,  and 
the  other  securities  and  instruments  in  which  the  said 
John  Aiiwood  had  laid  out  and  invested  the  monies  pud 
to  himas  a  foresaid,  might  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the 
aforesaid  demand  of  the  plaintiffs  on  behalf  of  the  said 
partnership  or  Company.  The  bill  also  prayed  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  defendants  from  transferring,  as- 
signing, charging,  or  incumbering  the  said  193,766/.  8s.  9d. 
New  3/.  lOs.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  the  future  di- 
vidends thereof,  and  the  other  securities  and  investments, 
and  the  interest,  dividends,  rents,  profits,  and  other  pro- 
duce thereof,  and  a  receiver  of  the  dividends. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  an  injunction,  according  to 
the  prayer  of  the  bill. 

The  motion  was  supported  by  the  following  affidavits. 

1.  An  affidavit  of  Mr.  Martineau,  the  solicitor  of  the 
plaintiffs,  verifying,  from  information  which  he  had  re- 
ceived, the  facts  stated  in  the  supplemental  bill,  with  re- 
ference to  the  payment  of  the  money,  and  the  investment 
of  it  in  stock.  The  affidavit  also  stated,  that  on  the  10th 
November,  the  deponent  applied  to  Mr.  Parker,  of  the 
firm  of  Andrews,  Parker,  ^  JScruiion,  for  information  of 
the  dates,  numbers,  amounts,  and  particulars  of  the  Bank 
notes  comprising  the  S00,000/.  laid  out  by  that  firm  on 
the  8th  November,  18Sd,  in  the  193,766/.  8s.  9d.  New  4/. 
per  cent  Bank  Annuities^  on  account  of  the  defendant 
John  Atiwood/  and  also  to  make  an  affidavit  in  this 
cause  of  the  several  facts  and  circumstances  connected 
with  such  purchase;  and  that,  on  that  occasion^  Mr. 
Parker,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  his  partner  Scrui^ 
ion,  (Mn  Andrews  being  then  dead),  declined  to  give  any 
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information,  or  make  any  affidavit  on  the  subject^  un«  IB32. 
less  compelled  by  process  of  law  so  to  do.  The  affidavit  gn^i. 
also  stated  the  placing,  subsequently  to  the  decree,  of  a  dis* 
iringas  on  the  stock,  and  of  an  application  to  remove  that 
disiringag.  It  also  stated  the  transfer,  in)ilfarcA,  1831,  of 
above  50,000/.  New  41.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  by  Mr. 
Aiiwoodf  into  the  names  of  his  mother  and  sisters. 

S.  An  affidavit  of  a  clerk  in  the  Drawing-office  of  the 
Bank  o( England,  for  private  accounts;  and  of  a  clerk  in 
the  Bank  note  pay*office,  proving  the  account  kept  by  the 
plaintiffs  with  the  Bank;  the  payment  of  the  cheque  for 
195,000iL  to  the  defendant  John  Attwood,  and  the  dates, 
numbers,  and  amounts  of  the  notes  given  in  payment. 

8.  An  affidavit  of  one  of  the  pay-clerks  in  the  late 
banking  house  of  Pole  ^  Co,,  proving  the  account  kept 
by  the  plaintiffs  with  Sir  P.  Pole  ^  Co.,  and  the  payment 
of  the  cheque  for  15,000/.  to  the  defendant  John  Attwood, 
and  the  dates,  numbers,  and  amount  of  the^  notes  given 
in  payment 

4.  An  affidavit  of  two  clerks  of  Messrs.  Hammersleys  ^ 
Co.  proving  the  opening  of  an  account  by  the  defendant 
John  Attwood,  on  the  5th  November,  18S5;  the  payment 
on  that  day  into  Messrs.  Hamimersleys^  by  the  defendant 
John  Attwood,  of  200,000/.,  in  the  notes  specified  in  the 
affidavit,  being  notes  of  the  dates,  numbers,  and  amounts 
mentioned  in  the  other  affidavits;  and  the  payment  on  the 
8th  November,  1825,  by  Messrs.  Hammersleys,  of  the  same 
bank  notes  to  Mr.  Andrews,  of  the  firm  ot  Andrews,  Par^ 
her,  %  Scrutton,  for  the  purpose  of  being  invested  in 
stock,  on  account  of  the  defendant  John  Attwood;  and 
the  entry  on  the  9th  November,  1885,  in  a  book  kept  by 
Messrs.  Hammersleys,  of  the  purchase  by  Messrs.  Andrews 
^  Co.,  with  the  200,000/.  of  192,766/.  8s.  9d.  New  4/.  per 
cent.  Bank  Annuities. 

5.  An  affidavit  of  a  clerk  in  the  Investigator's-office  in 
the  Bank  of  England,  stating,  that  Mr.  Parker,  of  the 
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IS32.  firm  of  Andrews,  Parker,  3f  Scruiion,  had,  on  the  8th  Sep* 
tember  then  last,  informed  him  that  certain  notes,  which 
had  been  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England  (being  the  notes 
mentioned  in  the  other  aflSdavits),  had  been  received  by 
him  on  account  of  the  defendant  John  Attwoodi  and  that 
he  paid  them,  as  received,  to  his  (Mr.  Parkers)  bankers, 
Messrs.  Dorrien  ^  Co.,  and  had,  on  the  same  day,  laid  out 
the  amount  thereof  in  the  purchase  of  stock  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  John  Atiwood. 

6.  An  affidavit  of  a  clerk  to  Messrs.  Dorrien  8f  Co.^ 
proving  the  keeping  of  an  account  by  Messrs.  Andrews^ 
Parker  ^  Scruiion,  with  Messrs.  Dorrien  %  Co.,  and  the 
payment  on  the  8th  November,  1825,  by  the  former  to  the 
latter  firm,  of  200,000/.  in  Bank  notes,  of  the  dates,  num- 
bers, and  amount  specified  in  the  affidavit,  corresponding 
with  those  stated  in  the  former  affidavits. 

7.  An  affidavit  of  a  clerk  in  the  New  3/.  lOs.per  cent. 
Bank  Annuity  office,  proving  the  purchase  and  transfer  on 
the  8th  November,  1825,  of  192,766/.  8*.  9c/.  New  44.  per 
ceni.  Bank  Annuities,  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  John 
Aiiwood;  the  subsequent  conversion  of  these  annuities 
into  New  3/.  10s.  per  cent  Annuities;  the  continuance 
of  the  stock  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  John  Atttoood, 
until  the  9>0i\i  Augusi,  1831;  the  transfer  of  it  on  that 
day  into  the  name  of  the  defendant  Phoebe  Aiiwood;  the 
power  of  attorney  given  by  John  Aiiwood,  and  afterwards 
by  Phabe  Aiiwood,  first  to  John  Atiwood,  and  then  to 
J»  S.  Wells,  to  receive  the  dividends,  were  also  proved  by 
this  affidavit.  It  was  also  proved  by  this  affidavit,  that  no 
other  stock  than  the  192,766/.  8s.  9d.  New  4/.  per  cent. 
Bank  Annuities,  was  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  de- 
fendant John  Aiiwood,  on  the  8th  November,  1825. 

8.  An  affidavit  of  an  agent  to  the  Company,  that  the 
present  value  of  the  iron-works,  mines,  and  premises,  did 
not  exceed  from  80,000/.  to  100,000/. 

9.  An  affidavit  of  the  secretary  to  the  Company,  that 
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the  net  profits  deriyed  from  the  works  between  the  Ist  Oc-  1832. 
iober,  1825|  and  the  30th  JunCf  18S2,  did  not  exceed  g^^^^, 
41,055/.  99.  llrf.     This  aflSdavit  also  stated  that  on  exa-      ^    ^' 

Attwood. 

mination  of  the  will  of  James  Attwood^  the  father  of  the 
defendant  JoJ$n  Atitcood,  the  whole  of  the  legacies  be- 
queathed by  that  will  to  the  testator's  family,  exclusive  of 
the  residue  bequeathed  to  the  defendant  John  Attwood, 
and  an  annuity  of  300/.  a-year  to  the  defendant  Phabe 
Attwood,  did  not  exceed  35,000/. 

Mr.  Knight,  Mr.  James  Wigram,  and  Mr.  Sharpe,  in 
support  of  the  motion.  In  Clermont  v.  Tasburgh  (a),  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer  states^  that  where  an  agreement  has  been 
obtained  by  fraud,  the  agreement  is  vitiated  in  toto,  and 
the  party  who  has  been  drawn  into  it,  is  totally  absolved 
from  the  obligation  of  it. 

In  Taylor  v.  Plumer  {b),  all  the  principles  respecting 
the  following  of  property  were  most  fully  discussed  by  the 
Court,  and  acted  upon  by  the  judgment  against  the  as- 
signees of  Walsh,  who  having  fraudulently  obtained  pos- 
session of  property  of  the  defendant,  had  converted  it  by 
his  own  act  into  securities  altogether  of  a  different  form 
and  nature;  and  the  question  was,  whether,  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  that  case,  that  property  could  be  follow- 
ed in  the  new  form  into  which  it  had  been  converted  by 
the  act  of  the  fraudulent  broker.  It  was  very  much  ar- 
gued by  some  of  the  first  counsel  of  the  day,  and  consi- 
dered by  the  Court.  All  the  authorities  were  reviewed, 
and  the  judgment  was  finally  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
and  against  the  assignees,  giving  the  defendant  a  right 
specifically  to  retain  and  possess  that  property  into  which 
his  money  had  been  converted. 

In  Reed  v.  Hutchinson  (e),  a  bill  had  been  given  for 

(a)  1  Jac.  &  W.  120. 
(6)  3  Maule  &  Selw.  562.  (c)  3  Campb.  352. 
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1832.        goods  sold  and  delivered ;  the  bill  was  diahoiKMRed  when 
due.  The  defieiidanti  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  perfectly  weU 
knew  that  it  was  worth  nothing,  but  had  distinctly  repre- 
sented it  as  an  available  security.    The  bill  had  not  arrived 
at  maturity;  the  vendor,  however,  brought  indebiiaius 
assumpsit  for  the  goods.     Lord.  EUenboraugh  said: — "  I 
am  of  opinion  this  action  cannot  be  maintained;  if  there 
be  any  contract  between  these  parties,  it  is  that  evinced 
by  the  broker's  note,  and  according  to  that,  the  wines 
were  not  to  be  paid  in  money,  but  were  to  be  bartered 
against  a  bill  of  exchange;  and  it  was  expressly  stipulated, 
that  the  buyer  was  not  to  be  liable  in  case  the  bill  should 
be  dishonoured;  therefore,  he  never  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  price  of  the  wines,  and  the  law  cannot  im- 
ply a  promise  on  his  part  to  pay  for  them.  If  the  contract 
is  altogether  rescinded,  there  is  no  sale.    The  defendant  is 
not  a  purchaser  of  the  goods,  but  a  person  who  has  tor* 
tiously  got  possession  of  them,  if  he  knew  at  the  time  that 
the  bill  was  worth  nothing,  I  think  he  is  answerable  to  the 
plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  goods;  but  this 
is  not  the  proper  remedy,  the  plamtiff  should  have  brought 
trover,  or  an  action  of  deceit.'* 

In  Gladstone  v.  Hadwen  (a),  S.  obtained  bills  of  ex- 
change from  the  defendant  upon  a  fraudulent  misrepre- 
sentation, that  a  security  given  by  him  to  the  defendant 
(which  was  void)  was  an  ample  security ;  and,  on  the  next 
day,  having  resolved  to  stop  payment,  informed  the  defen- 
dant that  he  had  repented  of  what  he  had  done,  and  had 
sent  express  to  stop  the  bills,  and  would  return  them ;  and 
three  days  after  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  after 
which  he  returned  to  the  defendant  all  the  bills  (except 
one,  which  had  been  discounted)^  and  also  two  bank  notes, 
part  of  the  proceeds  of  such  discount ;  and  the  defendant 
delivered  back  the  security ;  and  afterwards  a  commission 

(a)  1  Maule  &  Selw.  51?. 
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of  bankrupt  issued  against  S.;  the  assignees  under  which        1832. 

commission  brought  trover  against  the  defendant  for  the 

bills  and  bank  notes— It  was  held,  that  the  defendant  was 

entitled  to  retain  them.  In  that  case,  the  party  had  received      Attwood. 

the  bank  notes  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  upon  which 

the  commission  issued,  having  no  title  to  the  bank  notes; 

but  they  were  the  proceeds  of  the  discount  of  a  bill  which 

had  been  obtamed  under  a  fraudulent  contract^  which  is  in 

substance  precisely  this  case. 

In  Lord  Bristol  v.  Wilsmore  (a),  by  a  contract  of  sale, 
the  property  sold  was  to  be  paid  for  in  ready  money.  The 
vendee  induced  the  servant  of  the  vendor  to  deliver  it  for 
a  check  upon  his  banker,  by  representing  it  to  be  as  good 
as  money;  in  fact  he  had  overdrawn  his  account  for  many 
months,  and  when  the  check  was  presented,  payment  was 
refused.  On  the  same  day  the  goods  were  purchas- 
ed,  the  vendee  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  a  credi- 
tor, under  which  judgment  was  immediately  entered  up 
and  execution  issued,  and  the  property  in  question  seized 
by  the  bailiff  of  a  liberty.  While  it  was  in  his  custody,  the 
original  owner  rescued  it — It  was  held  in  an  action  brought 
against  the  latter  by  the  bailiff  of  the  liberty  for  the  rescue, 
that  the  question,  whether  the  contract  of  sale  was  so  vitiat« 
ed  by  fraud  as  to  prevent  the  property  in  the  goods  passing 
to  the  vendee,  depended  upon  a  question  of  fact,  which 
ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  vix.  whether 
the  vendee  had  obtained  possession  of  the  goods  with  a 
preconceived  design  not  to  pay  for  them.  The  particular 
nature  or  species  of  the  fraud  makes  very  little  difference 
with  respect  to  the  law  to  be  applied. 

Fergusson  w.Carrington  {b),  affirms  the  doctrine  otRead 
V.  Hutchinson^  the  plaintiffs  affirming  the  contract  by  the 
form  of  action ;  when  all  the  Judges  agreed  that  the  form 
of  action  should  have  been  one  treating  the  contract  as  a 

(a)  1  Barn.  &  Ores.  514.    (6)  9  Barn.  &  Cres.  59. 
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1832.  Qullityi  and  bringing  trover  on  the  ground  of  frauds  which 
Mr.  Justice  James  Parke  expressly  stated  was  the  form  of 
action  which  they  ought  to  have  adopted. 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  followed  in  Courts  of  equity. 
And  with  respect  to  the  following  trust-money  converted 
into  landy  the  rule  has  been  long  known  and  establbhed. 
It  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Lench  ▼.  Lench  (a).  In 
lAebman  v.  Harcourt  (6),  a  lady,  on  her  second  marriage, 
covenanted  that  the  money  due  upon  mortgage^  of  which 
^he  was  possessedi  should  at  her  death  become  the  absolute 
property  of  her  son.  She  afterwards  received  the  mortgage, 
and  at  first  laid  out  the  produce  in  Exchequer  bills ;  she 
then  sold  the  Exchequer  bills,  and  invested  the  produce  in 
stock ;  and  the  question  between  a  banker,  who  had  lent 
her  money  upon  the  security  of  the  stock,  and  her  son,  who 
claimed  the  benefit  of  the  covenant,  was  decided  in  favour 
of  the  son,  upon  the  ground  that  the  proceeds  were  traced. 

It  is  distinctly  proved  in  this  case  that  the  identical 
sums  which  the  plaintiff  received  never  went  out  of  his 
possession  till  they  were  actually  converted  into  stock. 
The  Court  has  decided,  that  the  contracts  in  this  case  are 
to  be  vacated  altogether;  and  that  the  plaintifis  were  en- 
titled to  have  the  contracts  vacated  at  the  time  the  money 
was  paid.  Then,  if,  at  the  moment  they  parted  with  the 
notes,  the  same  case  had  then  been  proved  that  is  now 
proved,  they  would  have  had  a  right  to  recall  the  notes. 
Suppose  the  reverse  of  the  case  had  happened,  that  Mr. 
Attwood  bad  filed  a  bill  claiming  to  have  the  estate  re-con- 
veyed to  him.  If  a  case  of  fraud  had  been  proved,  it  is  per- 
fectly clear,  and  cannot  be  disputed,  that  there  would  have 
been  a  right  on  the  part  of  Mr.  AUwood  to  say—The  estate 
shall  not  go  out  of  the  hands  of  the  British  Iron  Company. 
And  if  the  British  Iron  Company,  purchasing  of  Mr.  Ait* 
wood,  had  given  him  another  estate  in  exchange,  they  would 

(a)  10  Ves.  611.  (6)  2  Men?.  513. 
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have  had  a  right  to  lay  their  hands  upon  that  estate,  and  to  lSd2. 
insist  that  it  should  not  go  out  of  the  hands  of  Mr.  Aitwood. 
It  is  perfectly  clear,  that  such  must  and  would  have  been 
their  right.  If  specific  chattels  had  been  given  for  the  es* 
tate,  they  would  have  had  a  right  to  those  chattels,  and  to 
say  they  should  not  go  out  of  the  possession  of  Mr.  Atiwood. 
Assuming  that  the  property  given  was  either  land  or  any 
chattel  whatever,  the  British  Iron  Company  would  be  en- 
titled, upon  the  contract  being  rescinded,  to  say  they  would 
have  that  specific  land  or  chattel  returned ;  because,  when 
a  contract  is  vacated  for  fraud,  no  property  passes:  they 
would  have  a  right  to  say,  that,  though  the  chattel  was  de- 
livered, the  property  did  not  pass. 

The  case  then  resolves  into  two  points: — 1«/,  whether 
bank-notes  are  the  same  as  any  other  property,  supposing 
them  to  be  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Aiitcood;  Snd/y,  whether 
the  fact  that  Mr.  Attwood  has  changed  the  bank-notes 
specifically  for  something  else  which  can  be  identified,  va- 
ries the  rights  of  the  parties.  Upon  the  first  point.  Lord 
Ellenborough,  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Plumer^  says — "  It 
is  a  question  not  of  law  but  of  fact — Can  you  identify  the 
notes?*'  A  sort  of  trite  saying  has  long  been  in  use,  that 
money  has  no  ear-mark,  and  therefore  you  cannot  follow  it; 
hMtJjor  A  Ellenborough  says,  if  the  money  can  be  ear-mark- 
ed and  followed,  the  reason  of  that  exception  fails.  In 
that  [case,  various  articles  were  proved  to  have  been  pur- 
chased with  the  money  of  Sir  71  Plumer.  In  Gladstone  v. 
Hadwenf  the  point  was  decided  with  respect  to  bank-notes, 
for  there  it  was  held  that  bank-notes  themselves  might  be 
followed,  it  being  clear  that  they  were  the  property  of  the 
party. 

If  a  contract  is  affirmed,  assumpsit  must  be  brought; 
and,  if  disaffirmed,  trover.  So  the  case  stands  both  at  law 
and  in  equity.  Assuming  the  money  to  be  traced  into  stock, 
and  that  it  is  transferred  7nto  the  name  of  a  trustee  for  Mr. 

VOL.  I.  N  N 
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1832.  Attwoadf  no  case  can  be  made  in  answer  to  the  present 
application.  If,  however,  it  should  be  said  or  proved,  that 
in  point  of  fact  some  consideration  was  given  for  the  trans* 
fer  to  Mrs.  Phoebe  Atiwood,  that  b  a  case  in  which  inquiry 
will  be  directed.  If  a  Bank  of  England  note  of  large 
amount  come  into  the  hands  of  an  individual  under  cir* 
cumstances  which  ought  to  have  put  him  on  inquiry,  that 
is  a  sufficient  primd  facie  case  against  him*  Adverting  to 
the  relation  of  the  parties,  and  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  if  the  first  point  be  not  clearly  and  decisively  made 
out,  still  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  an  inquiry;  and  the 
stock  will  not  be  suffered  to  go  till  that  inquiry  has  taken 
place. 

Sir  E.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  LoceU,  for  the  defendant  John 
AUwood. — ^There  is  no  ground  for  the  present  application* 
Such  a  thing  was  never  heard  of  before.  Many  thousand 
bills  have  been  filed  to  set  aside  contracts  where  a  part  of 
the  purchase-money  has  been  paid;  and  if  there  were  the 
slightest  foundation  for  this  claim,  such  bills  would  always 
have  contained  a  charge  that  the  purchase-money  had 
been  invested  in  the  funds;  and  it  would  have  been  fol- 
lowed by  interrogatories  attempting  to  trace  the  money 
into  its  investment,  and  asking  the  seller  for  an  account  of 
the  investment,  in  order  that  the  vendee  might  have  the 
specific  property.  No  such  bill  was  ever  seen.  Shonld 
any  order  be  made  upon  this  occasion,  in  future,  bills  seek- 
ing to  set  aside  contracts  where  money  has  been  paid  will 
assume  that  aspect. 

Under  the  contract  in  this  case,  S00,000/.  and  upwards 
was  to  have  been  paid  before  the  completion  of  the  pur- 
chase— it  was  a  consideration  to  be  paid  for  giving  posses- 
sion; and  it  must  have  been  anticipated  that  it  might  hap- 
pen, that,  although  the  possession  was  given,  the  purchase 
might  not  afterwards  be  completed.    It  has  been  decided 
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at  law,  (and  the  same  rule  prevails  in  eqnity)i  that,  if  a  por-  1832. 

tion  of  the  purchase-money  is  agreed  to  be  paid  upon  a  given 
day,  and  a  promissory  note  is  given  for  it»  and  the  pur- 
chase is  to  be  concluded  at  a  different  day,  that  what- 
ever may  be  the  objection  of  the  purchaser  as  regards  the 
contract,  the  seller  may  recover  upon  that  note.    The 
phuniifis  have  had  a  consideration  for  the  money,  for  they 
have  had  the  possession  of  the  estate,  and  they  may  have 
an  equity  arising  out  of  subsequent  circumstances,  enti- 
tfingthem  to  the  relief  which  the  Court  has  given  to  them, 
0Mr.  to  rescind  the  contract,  and  to  declare  that  the  mo- 
ney shall  be  repaid ;  but  they  cannot  say  that  the  money 
was  wrongfully  paid,  because  it  was  paid  by  their  own  sti- 
pulation for  the  possession.    That  money  can  be  fc^lowed 
in  certain  cases,  there  is  no  doubt    If  a  man  takes  money 
fraudulently,  the  owner  can  get  that  money  again  if  it  can 
be  traced ;  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  may  be  done  in  cer- 
tain eases,  such  as  the  case  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  which 
'  has  no  bearing  on  this  case;  the  only  question  there  was, 
whether  the  money  could  be  so  traced  as  to  prevent  its 
fi>rming  part  of  the  general  assets;  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
that  if  it  could  be  shewn  the  money  was  that  which  belong- 
ed to  Sir  Thomas  Plumer^  it  could  not  belong  to  the  as-  . 
signees  of  the  person  by  whom  it  had  been  improperly 
taken;  but  what  bearing  has  that  upon  this  case?    It  is 
not  disputed,  that,  as  the  decree  stands,  the  plaintiffs  have 
a  right  to  have  the  sum  of  money  restored  which  they  paid; 
but  where  is  the  right  to  follow  the  money  which  has  been 
given  for  the  possession,  and  which  has  long  since  formed 
part  of  the  general  funds  of  Mr.  Atiwood.     If  money  is 
paid  in  pursuance  of  a  contract,  and  that  contract  is  re- 
scinded, the  money  may  be  recovered  back  again;  but  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  identical  money  can  be  got  back 
again. 

If,  however,  any  such  doctrine  could  be  established,  the 
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1832.  plaintiffs  have  estopped  themselves  by  the  form  of  their  pro* 
Small  ceedings,  from  claiming  the  benefit  of  it  in  this  case.  By 
their  bill  they  ask  generally  for  an  account;  and  it  will  de« 
pend  upon  the  result  of  that  account,  whether  they  have 
money  to  pay  or  money  to  receive;  they  do  not  ask  by  the 
bill  for  any  return  of  the  specific  200,000/.  which  they  have 
paid,  but  for  an  account;  and  they  offer  to  pay  on  the  one 
hand,  and  they  desire  to  receive  on  the  other,  what  may  be 
the  balance  of  the  account.  The  plaintiffs  obtain  a  decree 
for  an  account,  and  the  Court  will  enforce  that  decree  in 
its  usual  mode  of  enforcing  decrees,  but  will  not  give  the 
plaintiffs  a  totally  different  remedy. 

Supposing,  therefore,  that  in  any  case  the  doctrine 
could  be  applied,  it  cannot  be  in  this  case,  because  there 
is  no  right  to  come  for  a  new  decree  upon  an  original  right 
which  existed  at  the  time  of  the  bill,  and  which  they  have 
disclaimed  by  the  bill.  If  they  are  right  that  the  identi- 
cal money  should  be  retained,  in  case  the  contract  was  re- 
scinded, then,  of  course,  the  equity  was  just  the  same  at 
the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  as  it  is  now;  and  they 
should  have  asked  by  that  bill,  not  what  they  have  asked — 
a  general  decree  for  the  payment  to  them  of  SOOflOOL, 
but  they  should  have  asked  for  a  specific  decree  for  the 
repayment  to  them  of  the  identical  money  which  they  had 
paid  to  Mr.  Aitwood.  They  are  asking,  therefore,  for  a 
relief  which  is  inconsistent  with  their  own  bill;  but  the 
doctrine  itself  is  advanced  for  the  first  time,  and  the 
Court  will  hesitate  before  it  makes  a  new  order  of  this  na* 
ture,  without  any  precedent  to  guide  it. 

The  cases  at  law  are  no  precedents  for  the  purpose  for 
which  they  are  attempted  to  be  applied.  When  this  Court 
rescinds  a  contract,  it  may  do  it  upon  the  ground  of  mis- 
description, upon  the  ground  of  what  may  be  called  fraud 
in  a  Court  of  equity,  although  morally  it  is  no  fraud ;  but 
the  Court  never  meant  to  say  that  there  is  no  contract — if 
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there  iiad  been  no  contract}  they  need  not  come  here  to         1832. 
rescind  it.    It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  Court  has 
rescinded  the  contract,  it  never  existed;  for  if  it  did  exist 
in  point  of  fact^  (and  it  required  at  least  great  investigation 
to  decide  whether  that  contract  should  be  rescinded  or 
not)^  how  is  it  possible  to  say  that  this  case  can  be  com- 
pared to  those  cases  in  which  there  never  was  any  right 
to  the  money  that  was  sought  to  be  recovered  ?     There  is 
no  case  at  law  in  which  the  money  was  not,  from  the  very 
beginning,  in  the  hands  of  one  person,  and  belonging  to 
another  person ;  but  they  cannot  predicate  that  of  this  mo* 
ney.    Now  this  has  never  been  done  in  any  case  in  which 
a  man  has  once  properly  had  the  money,  which  it  can- 
not be  denied  this  defendant  had — it  may  be  proper  to  re- 
scind th6  contract — but  there  is  no  doubt  that  there  was 
an  existing  contract.     The  plaintiiFs  have  an  actual  lien 
upon  the  estate  for  the  money  they  have  paid ;  and  the 
prater  of  the  supplemental  bill  is  cautiously  worded — that, 
without  pirejudice  to  their  lien  upon  the  estate,  they  may 
have  the  money  repaid.  Now  was  there  ever  any  thing  so 
unreasonable?   They  have  paid  merely  a  third  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, and  hold  the  estate  as  a  security  for  it ;  and 
yet  they  demand  theidenticalsumof  money  which  they  have 
paid,  and  require  the  money  itself  to  be  secured  on  the  es- 
tate.  They  insist  by  their  supplemental  bill  upon  their  lien 
on  the  estate  for  the  purchase-money,  and  pray  that  the 
relief  they  now  seek  may  be  without  prejudice  to  that  lien. 
They  cannot  have  both  the  money,  the  price  of  the  estate, 
and  the  estate  itself.     How  is  the  defendant  ever  to  obey 
the  decree  ?    They  desire  to  cripple  his  resources,  and  to 
prevent  him  from  performing  the  decree  which  has  been 
made  against  him  by  tying  up  his  property. 

The  rule  of  a  Court  of  equity  is  never  to  give  back  money 
after  the  completion  of  a  contract.  It  has  been  tried  in  many 
cases  to  obtain  a  return  of  the  purchase-money  of  an  es- 
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1832.        tate  after  the  conveyance  has  been  executed ,  upon  a  dis- 
Small        covery  that  the  title  is  altogether  bad ;  and  therefore  thai 
V*  there  never  was  a  contract  for  any  thing,  because  there  was 

nothing  to  sell ;  but  the  money  has  never  been  returned. 
In  one  case  the  Court  of  Chancery  itself  sold  an  estate : 
the  purchaser  was  let  into  possession  \  the  funds  remain- 
ed in  Court ;  and  it  turned  out  that  there  was  a  bad  title, 
and  an  action  was  brought.     The  purchaser  said — The 
Court  has  got  the  money,  give  it  back  to  me.     But  the 
Court  refused  the  relief.  In  Caior  v.  Lord  Bolingbrote  (a), 
the  property  had  been  sold,  and  there  was  a  charge  upon 
it  which  was  not  known,  which  the  purchaser  had  to  pay. 
He  said,  If  that  is  so,  let  me  have  the  benefit  of  the  divi- 
dends of  the  money :  Lord  BoUngbroke  is  entitled  to  the 
dividends  of  the  money,  and  he  has  committed  a  fraud 
upon  me.    But  Lord  BoUngbroke  had  made  a  disposition 
of  those  funds,  although  they  were  standing  in  the  names 
of  trustees,  and  they  had  never  reached  the  hands  of  Lord 
BoUngbroke;  and  in  that  case  the  Court  were  of  opinion, 
that  there  was  no  possibility  of  following  those  dividends. 
As  far,  therefore,  as  authority  goes,  there  is  nothing  in 
favour  of  this  application,  because  there  is  no  case  to  shew, 
that,  upon  the  rescinding  of  a  contract,  the  identical  money 
that  was  paid  to  the  seller  can  be  followed.    In  Sir  71 
Plumers  case,  thebroker  received  the  money  in  order  to  in- 
vest it  in  Exchequer  bills,  and  instead  of  doing  so  put  it 
into  his  private  drawer.  There  was  no  doubt  that  it  was  his 
principal's  money.  It  was  not  given  to  him  to  mix  with  his 
own  funds,  but  for  a  specific  purpose,  to  be  applied  by  him 
as  agent.    And  if  the  principal  could  trace  his  funds, 
and  shew  that  they  remained  in  specie,  could  there  be  any 
doubt  that  he  could  recover?   Then,  as  regards  the  assig- 
nees, they  were  bound  by  all  the  equities  by  which  the 

(fl)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  301;  2  Bro.  C.  C.  232. 
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bankrupt  himself  was  bound:  and  if  the  bankrupt  him-^  1833. 
self  could  not  keep  the  money,  (as  clearly  he  could  not), 
the  money  could  be  followed  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees* 
But  what  has  that  to  do  with  this  case?  Nothing.  In  the 
present  case  there  is  an  existing  contract  liable  to  be  re* 
scinded,  if  there  are  equitable  grounds  for  rescinding  it. 
One  party  pays  money  to  the  other,  having  an  estate  in  his 
possession  upon  which  he  has  a  lien ;  and  he  pays  the  mo- 
ney over  to  the  party,  not  upon  any  trust,  not  to  be  used 
in  any  particular  manner ;  but  because  the  other  party  has 
stipulated  for  the  payment  before  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance,  and  because  he  wanted  to  apply  the  money  to 
his  general  purposes  and  engagements  in  the  ordinary  trans* 
actions  of  life.  Were  an  inquiry  of  this  sort  to  take  place, 
every  bank-note,  and  every  shilling,  may  be  traced  through 
a  hundred  different  channels;  and  in  every  bill  an  in- 
quiry will  be  sought  of  what  has  been  done  with  the  mo- 
ney. The  plaintiffs  have  broken  down  in  tracing  the  mo- 
ney ;  for  the  money  gets  into  Dorrien's  according  to  their 
own  account,  but  they  never  get  it  out  of  DorrietCs.  The 
brokers  pay  the  money  into  Dofrien^s,  and  the  brokers  buy 
stock;  but  they  do  not  prove  with  what  money  the  stock 
was  bought.  They  do  not  shew  that  the  identical  money 
gets  from  Dorrien*s  into  the  stock;  and  the  probability  is, 
that  it  never  did  get  there,  because  brokers  often  draw  a 
great  many  drafts  in  the  course  of  the  day,  which  are  ex- 
changed at  the  common  clearing  house;  and  they  are  ex- 
changed, not  for  money,  but  for  cheques  which  are  paid 
over  jn  the  ordinary  way. 

Another  difficulty  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  affida- 
vits filed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs.  There  were  transfers 
made  by  Mr.  AUwood  of  other  sums  of  the  same  stock  to 
himself  and  different  members  of  his  family  in  1831. 
There  is  no  division  of  the  stock  standing  in  any  man's 
name  at  the  Bank.     A  party  cannot  have  1^,000/,  stock 
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1832.  SI.  per  cents,  f  and  also  30^000/.  stock  SLper  cents.,  because 
the  Bank  never  keep  but  one  account  for  one  man,  which 
consists  of  the  aggregate  of  what  he  has  bought  at  different 
periods.  It  appears  by  the  affidavits  t>n  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,  that  Mr.  Atttoood  was  possessed  of  SOfiOOL 
stock,  at  the  very  time  over  which  this  transaction  runs. 
How  do  they  prove,  then,  that  this  192,000/.  is  the  stock  in 
question?  Supposing  192,000/.  is  bought  upon  the  10th  of 
February^  and  50,000/.  upon  the  14th,  and  then  50,000/. 
stock  is  soldj  it  cannot  be  told  which  part  of  the  stock 
was  sold,  whether  it  was  part  of  the  first  purchase,  or  part 
of  the  second?  The  fund  is  in  the  name  of  Mrs.  Phcsbe 
Atiwood,  The  Court  has  no  evidence  upon  what  trusty 
or  for  what  purpose  it  is  there;  and  Mr.  Atttvood does  not 
think  it  proper  to  give  that  evidence^  but  chooses  to  put 
his  case  upon  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Court.  Mr.  Att-- 
wood  will  not  without  necessity  tell  the  Court  what  he  has 
done  with  the  money.  It  is  his  money,  the  funds  belong 
to  him,  and  he  has  dealt  with  them  as  he  thought  fit.  He 
is  bound  to  obey  the  decree  of  the  Court;  but  he  will  obey 
that  decree  in  the  way  in  which  all  other  decrees  are  to  be 
obeyed. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Girdlestone,  for  the  defen- 
dant P/iosbe  Attwood.— The  supplemental  bill  prays,  not 
that  these  Bank  Annuities  should  be  considered,  ab  initio, 
as  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs;  not  upon  the  principle 
asserted  to  be  clear  from  the  cases  at  law,  that  where  a 
contract  has  been  declared  void  in  equity,  and  a  certaia 
sum  of  money  has  been  paid^n  pursuance  of  that  contract, 
the  money  is  still,  and  ab  initio  was,  the  property  of  the 
person  paying  the  money.  But  it  prays,  in  the  very  teeth 
of  the  argument  by  which  this  application  is  attempted  to 
be  supported,  that,  notwithstanding  this  special  lien  which 
is  now  insisted  upon,  the  Court  will  grant  the  relief  sought 
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by  the  supplemental  bill^  subject  to^  and  without  prejudice  1832. 
to,  the  lien  which  the  plaintiffs  have  upon  the  estate  pur- 
chased^ for  the  residue  of  the  money  which  shall  appear 
due  to  them  upon  balancing  the  account ;  so  that^  in  the 
first  place,  the  bill  treats  it  as  a  money  transaction,  as  a 
debt  personally  due  from  Mr.  Attwood,  The  supplemental 
bill  states  that  this  payment  being  a  money  transaction,  and 
the  contract  having  been  set  aside,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  lien 
upon  the  estate  for  the  amount  of  the  money  paid ;  and  yet 
in  the  very  teeth  of  that  prayer,  and  of  the  relief  prayed,  the 
Court  is  called  upon  to  say  that  it  is  not  a  money  transac- 
tion, but  to  declare  that  the  money  ab  initio  is  the  money 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  application,  therefore,  independently 
of  the  law  of  the  case,  is  totally  at  variance  with  the  case 
made  out  and  the  relief  prayed  by  the  supplemental  bill. 

There  is  no  attempt  made  by  the  original  bill  to  ear- 
mark the  stock  or  property  purchased  with  the  instalments 
of  the  purchase-money;  the  payment  is  considered  as  a 
debt,  and  the  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  it  may  be  repaid 
by  Mr.  Attwood  to  the  Company  as  a  money  debt.  Then 
how  does  the  Court  treat  it  ? 

"When  the  cause  comes  on  to  be  heard,  the  Court 
treats  it  as  a  money  debt.  The  Court  does  not  say  that 
this  money  shall  be  traced  into  the  stock  in  which  it  has 
been  invested;  but  treats  it  as  a  personal  demand  against 
Mr.  Attwood,  The  Court  treats  it  as  a  money  debt  due 
from  Mr.  Attwood^  and  decrees  relief  accordingly ;  for,  by 
the  very  terms  of  the  decree,  an  account  is  to  be  taken  of 
the  money  paid  to  Mr.  Attwood,  An  account,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  to  be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
estate  received  by  the  plaintiffs — interest,  (not  dividends), 
at  4/.  per  cent,  is  to  be  computed  upon  the  money 
paid  to  Mr.  Attwood^  and  a  balance  is  to  be  struck ;  and 
when  the  Master  has  struck  the  balance,  then  that  balance, 
constituted  of  a  money  demand,  with  interest  at  4/.  per 
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1832.  cent,  is  to  be  personaHy  paid  by  Mr.  ^itwood  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. That  is  the  relief  granted  by  the  decree ;  and  it  is 
upon  that  decree,  and  that  decree  only,  that  the  plaintiffs 
must  stand  or  falL 

This  is  not  a  solitary  case,  in  which  a  Court  of  equity 
has  rescinded  a  contract  for  fraud  and  misrepresenta- 
tion. There  are  innumerable  instances  of  such  a  decree 
being  pronounced;  and  no  one  instance  out  of  those 
innumerable  cases  can  be  produced,  in  which  the  Court 
has  followed  the  purchase-moneyi  either  in  the  whole  or 
in  part.  On  the  contrary,  all  the  decrees  are  in  the  same 
words — to  take  an  account  of  the  money  paid.  The  ab- 
sence of  authority  in  a  case  like  this  is  quite  conclusive 
against  the  claim.  But  eren,  if  originally  the  cLiim  were 
good,  the  plaintiffs  have  precluded  themselves,  over  and 
over  again,  by  their  conduct,  from  insisting  upon  this  pre- 
tended lien:  they  have  treated  it  as  a  personal  demand 
against  Mr.  Aiiwood. 

It  has  been  said,  that  though  Mrs.  Phtebe  Aitwood, 
into  whose  name  this  property  has  been  transferred,  may 
be  a  ftond^cJ!? purchaser  of  these  Bank  Annuities;  though 
they  may  have  been  transferred  to  her  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, yet  they  were  transferred  to  her  pendenie  Utei 
and  therefore,  whatever  consideration  may  have  moved 
from  her  in  respect  of  this  transfer,  she  must  take  it  sub- 
ject to  notice  of  the  plaintiffs*  claim.  If  the  original  biU 
against  Mr.  Aiiwood  had  sought  to  enforce  this  supposed 
lien,  there  would  have  been  a  great  deal  of  force  in  that 
observation;  but  the  bill  is  of  a  totally  different  descrip- 
tion ;  the  bill  takes  no  notice  of  the  stock,  the  bill  merely 
treats  the  demand  as  a  personal  demand  against  Mr. 
Attwood.  The  plaintiffs  have  not,  however,  made  out  their 
proposition  of  tracing  their  stock — there  is  a  link  in  the 
chain  missing.  They  must  also  shew  whether  the  50,000/. 
which  had  been  transferred   by  Mr.  AUwood,  was  the 
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50^000/.  produced  by  the  other  propertyi  or  this  particular 
stock.  The  cases  which  have  been  cited  are  almost  all 
at  laWj  and  are  cases  in  which  applications  have  been 
made  to  stop  goods  in  transitu^  or  where  the  property 
has  been  purloined,  as  in  Sir  Thomas  Plumer's  case; 
but  here  the  fund  in  question  was  applied  to  a  band  fide 
use. 

Mr.  Knighi,  in  reply. — The  principal  argument  upon  the 
present  occasion  is,  that  no  precedent  can  be  found  for 
this  application?  But  of  what  value  is  the  absence  of 
precedent  in  a  particular  case,  and  with  reference  to  par- 
ticular facts,  if  there  is  principle  enough  to  be  found  in 
the  authorities  warranting  the  application  ?  The  question 
has  not  been  met  upon  principle  at  all;  but  with  the  argu- 
ment that  no  instance  can  be  produced  of  this  particular 
thing  having  been  done.  Is  that  an  answer  to  the  appli* 
cation?  It  may  be  taken  for  granted,  that  no  instance  exists 
in  print  of  a  fraud  of  so  great  and  important  a  description 
having  been  committed ;  of  a  sum  of  such  enormous  amount 
requiring  instant  and  immediate  investment,  and  not  easi- 
ly disposable  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  the  person  who 
obtained  it,  having  been  obtained.  If  the  law  of  this 
Court,  and  of  the  Courts  of  law,  is  with  the  plaintifTs  upon 
the  subject,  then  the  argument  of  the  want  of  particular 
precedent  is  of  no  avail. 

Catar  v.  Lord  BoUngbroke  has  no  application  to  this 
case;  for  in  that  case  the  contract  was  not  repudiated,  and 
was  not  sought  to  be  rescinded*  Mr.  Ccdor  did  not  file 
the  bill  to  get  rid  of  the  purchase,  he  desired  to  keep  it; 
but  the  estate  having  been  sold  by  the  trustees  under  the 
settlement  of  Lord  BoUngbroke y  the  sale  having  been  by 
the  trustees,  Lord  BoUngbroke,  in  the  course  of  the  trea- 
ty, had  concealed  an  incumbrance  upon  his  life  interest, 
which  he  had  created  in  favour  of  a  lady  of  the  name  of 


530  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1832.         Hare.    Now^  that  was  not  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  purchase, 
because  the  sale  was  by  the  trusteesi  and  not  by  Lord  Bo* 
lingbroke;  and  if  it  had  been  by  Lord  BoUngbroke,  Mr« 
Cator  did  not  bring  himself  within  the  operation  of  the  rule; 
for  he  did  not  file  a  bill  to  rescind  the  contract^  but  for  com* 
pensation,  adopting  the  purchase.     My  Lord  I^urlow  said 
— '*  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  it,  but  I  should  have  thought 
that  they  could  not  follow  the  money  in  any  event"     The 
Lords  Commissioners  said,  you  shall  not  follow  this,  because 
it  has  been  appropriated.     Mr.  Boldero,  who  was  the  party 
sought  to  be  affected,  had  obtained  Lord  Bolingbrokes 
life   interest  for  value,    without  notice,  and  the    Lords 
Commissioners  said,  whatever  might  have  been  done  with 
respect  to  Lord  Bolingbroke's  life  interest,  to  which  alone 
the  misrepresentation  applied,  we  cannot  touch  it,  when 
Mr,  BolderOy  who  is  as  innocent  as  Mr.  Cator ^  has  obtain- 
ed a  trust  in  his  favour,  for  value  without  notice;   and 
Lord  Thurlow  affirmed  the  decision.     It  was  not  necessa- 
ry to  decide  whether  the  money  could  or  could  not  be 
followed:  the  equitable  interest  had  remained  in   Lord 
Bolingbrokes  hands.     But  Lord  ThurUno said,  ''  I  should 
have  said,  that  it  could  not  be  followed."    It  was  merely 
an  cbiter  expression  of  opinion,  not  at  all  necessary  to  the 
decision  of  the  case. 

But,  admitting  Cator  v.  Pembroke  to  be  law  to  the  full* 
eat  extent,  it  cannot  apply ;  for  in  that  case  the  contract 
remained  in  force,  and  was  not  sought  to  be  rescinded,  but 
compensation  only  was  sought  against  the  person  who  was 
only  partially  interested  in  the  money,  which  was  invested 
in  the  names  of  the  trustees. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  plaintiffis  have  had  a 
consideration  for  this  money.  Is  it  contended  that  the 
possession  of  this  estate  was  a  consideration  for  the  money  ? 
No ;  the  possession  of  the  estate  was  a  mere  step  in  the 
transaction,  created  by  the  fraud  of  Mr.  Attwood;  for  the 
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plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  call  his  conduct  a  fraud,  it  hav-         1832. 
ing  been  so  judicially  established*     By  the  fraud  of  Mr* 
Attwood  the  plaintiffs  were  induced  to  take  possession ; 
and  he  has  obtained  possession  of  the  money  of  the  plain- 
tiffs by  means  of  the  same  fraud. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  relief  the  plaintiffs  now 
seek  is  inconsistent  with  their  original  bill.  What  proof 
is  there  of  this?  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  which  doeis 
not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  the  relief  they  now  seek,  ex- 
cept that  they  do  not  ask  an  injunction  against  a  specific 
fund ;  but  it  goes  to  this  extent^  that  if^  at  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  or  when  the  minutes  are  delivered  out,  it  were 
suggested  to  the  Court  that  any  portion  of  the  money 
could  be  followed,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  an  inquiry 
into  that,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  where  such  pur- 
chase-money  was*  The  plaintiffs  do  not^  by  their  amend- 
ed bill,  repudiate  a  right  to  the  money  in  specie ;  but  they 
ask  that  the  contract  may  be  set  aside,  and  that  relief  must 
be  followed  with  all  its  incidents ;  and  one  incident  is,  the 
restoring  the  parties,  so  far  as  the  Court  can^  to  the  situa- 
tion in  which  they  originally  stood. 

An  observation  has  been  made  with  respect  to  transfers 
of  the  same  fund,  which  Mr.  Attwood  has  made  to  other 
members  of  his  family.  Perhaps  the  time  may  come, 
when,  if  evidence  is  supplied  for  the  purpose,  the  other 
sums  of  stock  may  be  followed.  The  present  question  is, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  have,  for  this  purpose,  traced  the 
identical  stock.  In  the  first  place,  what  is  the  amount? 
The  amount  is  the  sum  of  192,766/.  %8. 9d.;  that  specific 
fractional  sum  was  the  very  sum,  to  a  farthing,  which,  be- 
ing the  subject  of  the  present  application,  was,  in  August, 
1831,  transferred  into  the  name  of  Mrs.  Phoebe  Attwood, 
It  would  be  a  question  for  a  jury,  if  the  matter  came  be- 
fore a  jury;  but,  it  is  now  a  question  which  a  Court  of 
equity  must  decide,  if  it  can  without  a  jury,  what  is  the 
fair  presumption  of  identity  under  such  circumstances; 
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1832.  and  if  the  Court  findsi  that  a  mmutely  fractional  sum, 
bought  upon  a  particular  day,  with  a  particular  sum  of 
S0O,0O0iL  remaining  for  years  in  the  possession  of  the  Ik- 
mily,  and  transferred  upon  a  given  day,  it  will  be  a 
question  whether  that  ought  not  to  be  assumed  to  be  the 
very  same  sum;  so  that  if  any  other  sums  have  passed 
through  the  name  of  the  individual,  they  must  be  cciisi* 
dered  as  having  come  in  and  gone  out  again  in  specie,  in- 
asmuch as  the  same  particular  amount,  to  a  fraetioiiai 
penny,  has  remained  standing  in  the  samename* 

The  total  amount  of  the  sums  transferred  in  Marehj 
18S1,  is  not  50,000/./  so  that,  taking  it  at  the  very  high- 
est, the  case  would  only  be  rendered  less  probable  to  the 
amount  of  50,000/. 

The  cases  at  law  have  decided,  that,  if  the  purchase  be 
legally  fraudulent,  whether  criminally  fraudulent  or  not, 
the  goods  may  be  followed  if  they  can  be  traced.  If  the 
matter  taken  has  found  its  way  into  bank-notes,  to  which 
it  can  be  traced,  bai^-notes  are  not  money  in  this  sense, 
but  the  same  as  bills  of  exchange.  Independently  of  the 
admitted  principle,  there  is  the  express  hinguage  of  Sir 
T.  PlumeTf  that  the  effect,  when  a  contract  is  set  aside  in 
equity,  is  the  same  as  at  law;  the  result  is,  that  the  proper- 
ty in  the  thing  sold  has  never  passed.  The  property  in 
the  bank-notes  handed  over  to  Mr.  AUwood  never  pasa- 
ed;  if  it  did  not  pass,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  foHow 
those  notes  in  the  shape  into  which  they  are  transmuted, 
and,  identifying  them,  they  are  entided  to  the  aid  of  the 
Court  to  protect  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  that  property, 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  contract,  and  that  there 
never  was  any  transmission  of  the  property.  Then,  of  what 
avail  is  it  that  the  plaintiffs  have  asked  too  much,  that 
they  have  said, ''  without  prejudice  to  the  lien  upon  the 
estate,"  when  the  Court  may  consider  that  it  must  be 
with  prejudice  to  the  lien?  All  this  may  be  discussed 
hereafter.    The  question  is,  whether,  upon  these  circum- 
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stances  and  facta^  a  8u£Bcient  probabOity  of  title  to  tbb  18d2. 
property  is  not  traced,  to  authorize  the  Court  to  interfere. 
The  demand  which  the  plaintiffs  have  against  Mr.  Jit^ 
wood  is  about  320,000/.  The  amount  of  the  dividends 
which  he  has  received  upon  this  stock  greatly  exceed  the 
utmost  amount  of  the  profits.  Taking  the  stock  in  ques- 
tion at  192,000/*,  and  the  total  value  of  the  estate  90,000/., 
that  would  reduce  the  demand  to  about  280>000/.  (a). 

Lord  Lyndhvrst,  L.  C.  B. — The  motion  in  thi«  case  Nov.  2orA. 
arose  out  of  a  contract  which  had  been  entered  into  be* 
tween  Mr.  Atiu)ood  and  the  British  Iron  Company ^  by 
which  Mr.  Aitwood  agreed  to  sell  to  the  British  Iron 
Company  certain  iron-works,  his  property,  situate  in  the 
county  of  Stcfjfford.  Under  that  contract,  a  certain  sum  of 
money  was  paid  on  the  4th  of  November,  1835,  amount- 
ing to  200,000/.  A  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
ting aside  that  contract,  and  having  it  declared  void,  on 
the  ground  of  its  having  been  obtained  under  wilful  mis- 
representati<»is  by  Mr.  Aitwood,  at  the  time  of  the  treaty.. 

The  Court,  after  hearing  the  evidence  on  both  sides, 
pronounced  a  decree,  by  which  it  declared  the  contract  to 
be  void;  and  it  was,  as  a  consequence  of  vacating  that  con- 
tract, ordered,  that  on  the  one  side  the  British  Iron  Com- 
pany  should  account  for  the  proceeds  of  the  property 
during  the  time  they  had  had  possession  of  it,  and  on  the 
other  side,  that  Mr.  Aitwood  should  account  for  the  mo- 
ney he  had  received,  together  with  interest.  That  was  the 
substance  of  the  decree  pronounced  by  the  Court. 

After  the  decree  was  pronounced,  a  supplemental  bill 

(tt)  In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  v.  Hardaere,  4  Taunt.  1 14;  De  la 

in  the  course  of  the  argument,  Chaumette  y, The  Bankof  England, 

see  De  Tastet  v.  Walker,  Buck,  9  Barn.  &  Cress.  211;  Snow  v. 

167;  Rej  y.Lara,  6  Term  Rep.  Peacock,    11  J.  B.  Moore,   286; 

565 ;    SoUmum  v.  The   Bank  of  S.C,3  Bin g.  409. 
England,  13  East,  135;  Paterson 
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1832.  was  filed,  stating  the  facts  to  which  I  am  now  about  to 
advert,  viz.  that  the  200,000/.  was  paid  in  particular 
bank  notes,  which  are  identified  and  marked ;  that  those 
bank  notes  were  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  a  certain 
quantity  of  stock,  192,766/.  8s.  9d. ;  this  precise  sum  is,  I 
think,  mentioned  and  identified  in  the  bill,  and  in  the  sub- 
sequent affidavits;  that  stock  was  transferred  to  Mr. 
Aiiwood;  and  that  Mr.  Atiwood,  in  the  month  of  A  ^gtsi, 
in  the  year  1831,  after  the  case  was  ripe  for  hearing, 
transferred  that  stock  to  his  mother  Phcebe  Aiiwood^  that 
precise  amount  of  stock,  with  its  fractional  parts;  that, 
afterwards,  a  power  of  attorney  was  given  by  Mrs.  Phcebe 
Aiiwood  to  Mr.  jititvood,  to  receive  the  dividends,  and, 
under  that  power,  he  received  the  dividends  accordingly; 
that  towards  the  close  of  the  month  of  July,  in  the  pre- 
sent year,  a  little  before  the  time  when  I  had  mentioned 
I  should  probably  deliver  my  judgment  in  the  cause,  the 
power  of  attorney  for  receiving  the  dividends  was  revoked^ 
and  another  power  of  attorney  was  given  by  Phcebe  Aii* 
wood  to  Mr.  fVellsj  and  under  that  power  of  attorney  the 
subsequent  dividends  have  been  received.  It  is  stated  fur- 
ther in  the  bill,  that  the  parties  believe  that  no  considera- 
tion passed  between  Mr.  Attwood  and  Mrs.  Phoebe  Aiiwood 
for  this  stock,  and  that  she  holds  it,  therefore,  as  trustee 
for  Mr.  Aiiwood;  that,  in  point  of  fact,  it  was  Mr.  Aii- 
wood's  stock,  purchased  with  the  bank-notes  I  have  refer- 
red to.  That  is  the  case  which  is  laid  before  the  Court, 
and  an  application  is  made  to  the  Court,  founded  upon 
affidavits  verifying  these  facts,  for  the  Court  to  grant  an 
injunction  against  the  selling  or  assigning  this  stock. 

Now,  in  order  properly  to  consider  this  question,  it  will 
be  better  that  I  should  consider,  first,  how  the  case  would 
have  stood  if  the  bank-notes  had  remained  in  specie,  in  the 
\\dJ[iA%oiMx.  Aiiwood;  whether  the  Court  would,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  have  restrained  Mr.  Aii^ 
wood  from  parting  with  those  notes. 
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The  contract  has  been  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  \832. 
or  that  which  the  Court  considers  fraud,  wilful  misrepresen- 
tation. If  the  contract  were  a  fraudulent  contract  in  this 
sense,  and  were  set  aside  as  fraudulent,  it  would  follow, 
that  nothing  done  under  that  contract  would  pass  the 
property  in  those  bank  notes,  had  they  remained  in  spe* 
cie  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Aiiwood: — that,  if  in  spede,  they 
must  have  been  considered  the  property  of  the  British 
Iron  Company. 

It  wa/  said  at  the  bar  that  the  cases  cited  from  the 
Courts  of  common  law  had  no  application  to  the  question. 
But  those  eases  are,  I  think,  applicable  for  the  purpose 
for  which  they  were  cited,  namely,  to  shew  and  establish 
this  fact — that  where  a  contract  is  fraudulent  and  void,  no 
property  delivered  under  that  contract  passes  from  the 
owner;  that  the  owner  continues  entitled  to  the  property. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that,  if  those  notes  had  conti- 
nued in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Attwood^  they  would,  in  his 
hands,  have  been  the  property  of  the  British  Iron  Comr 
panfff  and  the  Court  would  have  prevented  Mr.  Attwooil 
from  parting  with  the  possesibion  of  them  at  this  time. 

It  is  said,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  this  case, 
that  this  is  contrary  to  the  principle  of  the  case  oiCator  v. 
Lord  Bolingbroke,  or  Cator  v.  Lord  Pembroke^  according 
aa it  is  stated  in  the  first  or  the  second  volume  oi Browns 
Reports.  But  that  case  does  not  appear  to  me  to  ap- 
'ply  to  the  present  question,  and  for  the  reason  stated 
at  the  bar,  and  which  is  quite  obvious.  Lord  Boling* 
broke,  on  the  sale  of  that  property,  had  sold  it  free 
from  incumbrances ;  he  had  covenanted  that  it  was  free 
from  incumbrances;  the  money  had  been  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  stock,  and  that  stock  was  vested  in  the 
names  of  trustees.  Mr.  Cator  applied  to  the  Courts  not 
to  rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  but  to 
have  a  compensation  for  the  loss  he  had  incurred  in  coal* 
sequence  of  those  incumbrances  which  Lord  Bolingbroke 

VOL.  I.  0  0 
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1832.  had  placed  upon  the  property.  The  point  upon  which 
this  question  turns,  namely,  that  there  was  no  contract,  and 
that  the  property  did  not  pass,  entirely  fails  in  that  case. 
So  far  from  the  contract  being  void,  Mr.  Cator  was,  by 
his  very  application  to  the  Court,  affirming  the  contract;  and 
it  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  principle  of  that  de- 
cision does  not  at  all  apply  to  the  present  case.  On  the 
ground,  therefore,  that  these  notes  were  and  continued 
the  property  of  the  British  Iran  Company^  I  should,  if 
they  had  continued  in  specie  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Ait- 
woods  have  granted  the  injunction. 

The  next  question  that  arises  for  consideration  is  this: 
these  notes  having  been  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  stock, 
(assuming  that  fact  to  be  established),  whether  under  such 
circumstances  I  should  grant  the  injunction  as  applicable 
to  the  stock.  Here  again  the  cases  in  the  Courts  of  com* 
mon  law  apply,  although  they  are  said  not  to  apply;  they 
apply  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  cited:  for  in- 
stance, the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  where 
property,  obtained  by  fraud,  was  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  other  property,  which  property  was  traced  and  identified ; 
in  that  case  the  substituted  property  became  the  property 
of  the  person  on  whom  the  fraud  had  been  practised.  If» 
therefore,  in  this  case,  this  stock  had  continued  in  the 
name  of  Mr.  Jiiwood,  and  it  was  proved  clearly  by  the 
affidavits  that  it  had  been  purchased  with  those  notes, 
I  should  equally  have  granted  the  injunction  with  respect 
to  the  stock. 

The  question  then  will  be,  whether  upon  the  facts  of 
the  case,  as  established  by  the  affidavits,  this  stock  b  the 
produce  of  those  identical  notes ;  at  least,  that  is  one  ques- 
tion. Now  the  evidence  appears  to  me  extremely  clear, 
up  to  a  certain  point.  The  cheques  were  presented  to  the 
house  of  Pole  Sf  Co.  and  to  the  Bank  of  England;  for 
those  are  the  only  two  cases  to  which  it  is  necessary  to 
refer.     Certain  bank  notes,  marked  and  numbered,  were 


Attwood. 
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delivered  in  exchange  for  those  cheques.  Those  bank  1832. 
notes  were  delivered  to  Hammersleys  ^  Co.,  and  precisely  small 
the   same  bank  notes  were  delivered  over  by  Mr.  jiit"  v. 

fffood  to  Andrews,  Parker,  4r  Company,  his  stock-brokers, 
in  order  that  they  might  purchase  stock  with  those  notes. 
So  that  the  identical  notes,  which,  by  the  authority  of  the 
Briiish  Iron  Company,  were  delivered  to  Mr.  Attwood, 
are  by  him  delivered  to  his  stock-broker,  that  he  may  in  • 
vest  them  in  stock.  The  stock-broker  delivers  them  to 
his  bankers,  Dorrien  Sf  Company:  and  on  the  same  day 
that  the  money  is  delivered  over  to  Dorrien  §f  Co.,  the 
stock  in  question  is  purchased. 

There  b  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  identical  bank 
notes  were  paid  to  the  vendors  of  the  stock;  probably, 
those  bank  notes  were  not  paid  to  the  vendors  of  the  stock. 
But  it  appears  to  me  that  this  does  not  make  the  slightest 
difference.  If  Dorrien  %  Co.,  receiving  bank-notes  which 
were  deposited  with  them  in  order  to  pay  the  stock-holders, 
from  whom  the  stock  was  purchased,  paid  the  amount  of 
the  notes,  keeping  the  notes  themselves,  it  appears  to 
me,  that  this  stock  was  as  much  the  produce  of  the  notes  of 
the  British  Iron  Company,  as  if  the  notes  themselves  had 
been  handed  over  to  the  stock-holders.  It  makes  no  dif- 
ference that  the  money  of  Dorrien  ^  Co.  was  substituted 
for  the  notes  of  the  British  Iron  Company,  and  that  the 
stock,  through  the  medium  of  that  money,  was  also  sub- 
stituted for  the  notes  of  the  British  Iron  Company. 

I  should  have  been  of  opinion,  therefore,  if  this  stock 
had  continued  in  the  name  of  Mr.  John  Attwood,  that,  in 
this  case,  this  Court  ought  to  grant  the  injunction.  But  the 
stock  has  not  continued  in  his  name*  He  has  transferred 
the  stock  to  Mrs.  Phoebe  Attwood.  It  is  stated  in  the 
bill,  and  it  is  stated  in  the  affidavits,  by  the  parties  making 
the  affidavits,  that  they  believe  that  there  was  no  consi- 
deration, and  they  advert  to  the  particular  time  when  that 
transfer  took  place,  namely,  in  August,  1831,  when  the 
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cause  was  ripe  for  hearing;  they  adyert  to  the  circutiH 
stance  of  the  power  of  attorney  given  to  Mr«  Aiiwcod  to 
receive  the  dividends,  although  the  stock  had  been  trans- 
ferred by  him  to  Mrs.  Phcebe  Atiwood;  and  they  advert 
also  to  the  fact  of  that  power  of  attorney  having  been  revoked 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  month  of  July  in  this  year,  when 
the  Court  had  intimated  its  intention  of  shortly  giving  judg- 
ment. Those  circumstances  are  insisted  upon,  and  the 
parties  add  their  belief,  that,  though  this  stock  waa  trans* 
ferred  to  Mrs.  Phf»be  Jiiwood,  it  still  continued  the  pro- 
perty of  Mr.  AttwQodt  and  that  Mrs.  Phosbe  Miioaod  was 
a  trustee  for  him.  No  affidavit  is  made  upon  the  other 
side.  They  had  the  power  of  stating  that  this  was  a  trans- 
actionbetween  Mr.  Aiiwood  and  Mrs.  Pkcsbe  Atiwoodfia 
a  valuable  consideration.  They  have  not  done  so ;  and,  sit* 
ting  here  as  if  I  were  acting  as  a  juryman,  I  should  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  stock  still  continues  the  pro* 
perty  of  Mr.  John  Aiiwood;  and  that,  therefore,  this  in- 
junction ought  to  be  granted. 

Motion  granted. 


June  14Mt 

Where  ezoep- 
tioni  to  so  an- 
fwer  are  set 
doirn  to  be  ar- 
gued, the  defen- 
dant may  ob« 
tain  the  preri- 
ooa  order  two 
days  before  they 
are  actually  ar- 
gued, and  need 
not  obtain  the 
order  two  day t 
before  the  day 
for  which  they 
are  let  down  to 
be  argued. 


Jadis  r.  RuscoE. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  answer. 

On  the  21st  May^  the  exceptions  were  set  down  for  argu- 
ment, and  stood  for  hearing  in  the  paper  of  that  day;  but, 
from  the  pressure  of  other  business,  were  not  heard. 

On  the  23rd  May^  two  days  before  the  exceptions  were 
actually  argued,  the  defendant  obtained  the  previous 
order. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  to  discharge 
the  previous  order  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  the 
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order  ought  to  have  been  obtained  and  served  two  days         1832. 

before  the  day  on  which  the  exceptions  were  set  down  to  be 

argued  9  and  on  which  they  would  actnaUy  have  been  argu« 

ed,  if  the  other  business  of  the  Court  had  permitted ;  and  he 

referred  to  Fowler's  Practice  (a).  >J^C2^^^*^ 


Mr.  Boieier,  eontrd.  o   ^  /f  ■^^^'^  ^ 


/ 


The  Court  held  the  previous  order  to  be  regular,  and 
refused  the  motion;  but»  in  consequence  of  a  difference  of 
opinion  among  the  officers  of  the  Cpurt  as  to  the  regularity 
of  the  practice,  without  costs. 


(a)  Vol.  1,  psge  286. 


Smith  r.  Jackson  and  Others,  ^41^  27IA. 

Jb  OUR  bills  had  been  filed  by  two  persons  seised  as  ten-  The  |j«H!*flV 
ants  in  common  of  an  impropriate  rectory  agafaist  oocupi-  ^||^^f  |^^ 


ers,  for  an  account  and  satisfaction  of  tithes*    At  the  time  <*^  ^^^ 

w€K  aUowcd  to 

of  filing  the  bills,  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  had  con-  withdnwreiOi. 
veyed  his  share  of  the  rectory  and  ti(hes  by  way  of  mort-  ameod^eirUiii 


gage  for  securing  the  repayment  of  a  sum  of  money.    This  ^"J^JjI^L!!!! 
fact  was  not  discovered  by  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiffs  un-  of  the  fiiiu«  of 
til  after  the  answers  had  come  in  and  they  had  been  re-  dA%itiJ^0B* 
plied  to.  SrS'll'^ 


Mr.  Spence  now  moved,  on  an  affidavit  of  the  facts,  for 
liberty  to  withdraw  the  replication  and  amend  the  bills  in 
each  cause,  by  making  the  mortgagees  parties,  on  pay- 
ment of  80«.  costs  in  each  case,  according  to  the  general 
rule  of  the  Court. 


540 
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1832.  3f  r^  Boieler  for  the  defendants.— Great  additmial  costs 

will  be  occasioned  by  the  proposed  amendments;  the  plain- 
tiffs ought,  therefore,  to  pay,  not  only  the  stated  costs  of 
amendment^  but  the  increased  costs,  and  ako  the  costs  of 
this  application.  The  costs  are  entirely  occasioned  l^lhe 
misconduct  of  the  plamtifis,  who,  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
bilk,  must  have  known  that  one  of  them  had  executed  this 
mortgage.  In  Lucton  School  v.  Searleit{^  the  C!omrt  re- 
fused to  permit  the  plaintiffs  to  withdraw  the  replication, 
and  to  amend  thm  bill  by  making  Pembk,  who  was  a  lessee 
uttder  the  plaintiffs,  a  party ;  and  they  were  obliged  to  dis- 
miss their  bill  and  file  a  new  bill,  making  PenMe  a  party. 
— Markham  v*  Smyihe  (6),  and  PhilUpi  ▼.  Stephenson  (c), 
were  also  cited  for  the  defendants. 

g     m  1 

Mr.  Spenee^  in  reply,  contended  that  the  Cases  cited  Wete 
cases  in  ^hich  there  had  been  great  negligence,  and,there- 
fore  had  no  application  to  the  present  eause.  That,  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
as  of  course  to  withdraw  replication,  and  amend  their  bilk, 
on  the  payment  of  stated  costs  (d). 

Motion  granted,  on  payment  of  the  usual  costs  of 
withdrawing  replication  and  amending  bills. 

{a)  M'Clel.  17.  (c)  Id.  206. 

(6)  9  Price,  163.  (d),  2  Fowl.  26. 


>»i 
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WHITBBBA0  V.  GuBNEY  Bod  Others.  l!rX^ 

SAr.  JAMES  WIGRAM,  BXkA  Sir  George  Grey,  for  Tho<ffbad«- 
the  plaintifi^  moved  for  the  production  of  certain  papers  J  ^^i  compel- 
and  letters  admitted  by  the  answer  of  one  of  the  defen-  f'^**  *®  produce 

^  letten,  and  co- 

dants  to  be  in  his  custody  or  power.  pieaofietten, 

betireen  himielf 

Mr.  Jaeoh  and  Mr.  Ckandless  contended,  that,  some  of  mbsequentiy  to' 
the  letters  haring  passed  between  the  defendants  and  ^^he'iuit^^aad 
their  solicitors  subsequently  to  the  institution  of  the  smt,  ^?  relation 

^  ''  '  thereto,  yet, 

and  in  relation  thereto,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  where  there  are 
the  production  of  them.  They  also  insisted  that  some  other  dants  than  one, 
letters  which  had  passed  between  the  defendants  them-  ^  produ<»'ict- 
selves,  with  respect  to  the  defence  which  they  should  make  ten,  and  copies 
to  the  suit,  were  in  like  manner  privileged  from  production,  havepaswd  be- 
Vent  V.  Paeey  (a),  PreHon  v.  Carr  (6),  Newton  v.  Berres-  J^^J  to^hdJ** 
ford{e\  and  Bolton  v.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool  {d^,  defence  of  the  _       _^ 
were  cited.  /^7    ^_.  ^,  ^^^^  -    j 

Lord  Lyndhurst  held  that  the  former  letters  were  pri-/^^/^^-    . '  / 1^4 
vileged ;  but  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  Bolton  v.  Tfte  Cor^y/^^  ^-    ^^//^^ 
poration  of  Liverpool,  with  respect  to  letters  between  par-\^^^/»^^     '-?  <^ 
ties  and  their  solicitors,  did  not  apply  to  letters  betweeny  ^--^'-^'^ 


the  parties  themselves.                                                            X^ZI^T-^"^^ 
(fl)  4  Ru8B.  193.    C*)  I  Y.  &  J.  176.    (c)  Ante,  377-    (<0  ^b.  n.  JJ^^^ 

Blewitt  r.  Blewitt  and  Another.  j^i  4^^ 

X  HE  bill  was  filed  by  a  residuary  legatee  against  two  bui  by  a  resi-  ^ 
executors  for  an  account  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  their  aj^Mt^ewoi.    '^      "^ 
testator,  to  have  the  assets  secured,  and  to  restrain  the  i®"-  Demurrer^ 

.for  want  of       Z-^* 

defendants  from  transferring  certain  stocks,  and  misapply-  equity,  on  the        ^ 

.        .1  .  ^ound  that  ihow^  .  v'^ 

uig  the  property.  bUi  did  notaiiege 

that  the  testator 
died  without  re- 
voking his  will,  or  that  the  executors  had  proved  the  will.     The  demurrer  was  over-ruled,  with 
liberty  to  the  defendants  to  plead,  and  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend. 
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1932.  Rachael  BleuAtit  one  of  the  defendants,  pnt  in  a  gmef' 

BLBwin      ^^  demurrer  to  the  bill  for  want  of  eqili^. 

^'  The  ground  of  the  demurrer  was^  that,  though  the  bfll 

*      atated  that  the  testator  made  his  last  will  and  testament 

/^r^^t  ^  ^#^t^    to  the  efiect  in  the  bill  set  forth,  and  appointed  tha-defen- 

<^/^e.^^^  ^^"^  •  dants  executors  of  such  will,  and  that  they  had  smce  the 

S/^'^  ^^'  ^  ^'  testator's  death  taken  upon  themseWes  the  execution  of  the 

/32-         testator^s  wUl;  yet  that  the  bill  did  not  allege  ihat  the  tas» 

tatorhad  died  without  having  revoked  the  wiR,  or  tliat 

the  will  had  been  proved  by  the  executors. 

Mr.  Wak^bl,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Mr.  Bichner,  for  the  bill. — The  demurrer  admits  the 
will  to  be  the  last  wiU  of  the  testator,  as  stated  in  the  bill. 
An  executor  may  be  sued  before  probate;  he  derives 
his  authority  from  the  will,  and  not  from  the  probate. 
Phipps  y.  Steward  (a) ;  Dulwich  College  v.  Johnson  {b); 
Humphreys  v.  Humphreys  {e) ;  Cleland  v.  Cteland  (d). 

Mr.  Wakefield,  for  the  demurrer. — In  Phipps  v.  Slew- 
ard,  the  bill  suggested,  which  the  preseiit  ^ill  does  not, 
that  there  was  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  touching 
the  right  to  administration ;  and  it  was  therefore  necessary 
that  the  property  should  be  secured  pending  thai  litiga- 
tion. In  modem  times,  a  biH  fbr  securiag  property  pen- 
dente  liie  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  does  not  pray  any  ac- 
cowity  but  only  a  receiver.  In  Dultnieh  College  v.  JohnmMt 
there  was  also  a  suit  pending  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
It  is  true,  that,  if  a  bill  be  filed  before  probate,  and  probate 
be  obtained  at  any  time  before  the  ^^aripg,  it  is  s^iffiqi^, 
if  no  objection  be  made  to  it;  but  the  de&nd^^.is  at,^- 
,      .  ,  berty  at  any  time  to  make  the  objection. 

July  iUh.         Lord  LyndhursT)  C.  B»^-This  is  a  bill  by  a  residiaary 

egatee  against  ex^^cutors,  to  which  a  demurrer  h^a  beenjBIed 

1  '  •  ■  ,1 .  •  j«  ■  •  ,'• 

%  i  4  ■  *    ' 
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i»  the  ground  that  it  is  liot  stated  by  tbe.biU  tbat,th^  tes- 
tator died  without  revoking  bis  willj  or  tbat  tbe  will:  has 
been  proved  by  tbe  executors.  It  appears  to  me,  that  there 
is  no  ground  for  the  objection*  .  It  is  quite  sufficient  to  state 
thai  the  wUl ,  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  tbe  testator. 
The  Court  will  not  presume  that  there  was  .any  revocation 
of  it. .  Tbe  nesRt  question  was^  whether .  executors  can 
be  sued.before  probate*  A  distinction  prevails  in  all  the 
cases  jbe t ween  suits  by  and  against  execu  tors*  .  If  executors 
elect  to  act»  they  are  liable  to  be  sued  before  probate,  and 
cannot  afterwards  renounce*  Many  authorities  will  be 
found  for  this*  in  G&m^9*s  Digest  (d)i  Wenhtortk  on  'Ex- 
ecuiars  {b),  Vin.  Ab.  {c),  and  1  Salk.  {d).  In  Precedenii  in 
Chancery {e)/ the  SAme  principle  is  recognized;  and  that 
case  18  much  stronger  than  the  present.  I  think  the  de- 
murrer must  be  overruled. 

.   ^  .^/   I^en^urrer  Qverrul^d«  with  liberty  for  the  djefen^- 
.  -aats  to  plead,  and  for  the  plaintiff  to  ainend*  v 
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)!l' 


':A'/iri^1^^ 


Between  RoefiR  Potts,  ^aimlffi^  ^/p/:^^'^^-**  ^  <^K^/^ 

jAHEsCuRtts,  RicHAiiD  James  LAiWitEilcE,  and  ^^//^-^-  -^^ 
CitAitLss  Lovelace,  "    Defendants.  ^  yJ^T^       /  ^  jt 

And  between  the  said  Rog^r  Potts,  Plafn^,        /x^^^>^^ 

and  '  Ji^A^^^y^i^ 

Jam  as  Lawb^hcb^       Defendant*         /  ^r^^  sg~s 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  19th  Aprils  1795,  bui  to  compel  <^^-^ 
upon  the  marriage  of  ttoheti  Lovelace  with  Elizabeth  fea-  wrtIS"s(!^kf  /^^ 

interest  m  which       

had  been  formerly  purchased  by  the  plaintiff,  and  had  now  become  vested  in  possession.     The  2 

wn  ifsisted  \fiSm  t«n#»r»  dn^^betnisieet  dftbd^adftlMaintfJitod^t  which  b«  clai^d.  on  ccl4^€»n 

persons  of  that  de-  '"   ^^^ 

scription,  but  was  about  two  thirds  of  the  value,  calculated  by  actuaries  from  the  tables:— AfM        Ci 

tM^the  inadequacy  ^df  the  (^do^eration  waa  not  .sufficiently  proved*'^-  *       _^  ' 


'  tY^ 


54i  EQUITT  CASES  IN  THB 

18S2.  ker^  several  sums  of  Bonk  Annuities,  amounting  altogether 
to  S8,38S/.  17tf«3d.  SI  per  ceni.  Bank  Annuities,  and  a 
sum  of  2fl00L  sterlingi  secured  by  bond,  were  assigned  to 
and  Tested  in  trustees,  upon  trust,  after  payment  of  1002. 
per  annum  to  the  intended  wife,  to  pay  the  residue  of  the 
dividends  and  interest  thereof  to  the  said  Robert  Lovelace 
during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  the  said  EUnabeth  his 
intended  wife;  and,  from  and  immediately  after  the  death 
of  the  said  Eliuabeth  Baker ^  in  case  the  said  Robert  ho/ee^ 
lace  should  survive  her,  upon  trust  to  pay  him  or  his  as* 
signs  the  whole  of  the  said  dividends  and  interest  during 
his  life ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Robert  Lovelace, 
in  case  he  should  survive  the  said  EUxabeih  Baker,  as 
aforesaid,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  said  Bank  Annuities,  to 
raise  the  sum  of  8,0002.,  and  pay  the  same  as  the  said 
Elizabeth  Lovelace  should  (notwithstanding  coverture)  by 
deed  or  will  direct  or  appoint.  But,  in  case  the  said  Eli^ 
xabeth  Baker  should  survive  the  said  Robert  Lovelace, 
and  there  should  be  any  child  or  children  living  at  his 
death,  then,  upon  trust,  after  the  death  of  the  said  Robert 
Lovelace,  out  of  the  said  trust  premises,  to  raise  the  sum 
of  3,000/.,  and  pay  the  same  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Baker, 
or  her  assigns,  for  her  own  absolute  use  and  benefit,  and 
to  pay  the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  residue  of  the 
said  trust  premises  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Baker  during 
her  life;  and,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
the  said  Robert  Lovelace  and  Elizabeth  his  intended 
wife,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  transfer  the  said  Bank  An- 
nuities and  trust  premises,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should 
remain  after  answering  the  said  several  purposes  in  the 
events  aforesaid,  between  and  among  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children  of  the  said  Robert  Lovelace  and  Eliza- 
beth his  intended  wife,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
them,  if  more  than  one,  the  portions  of  sons  to  be  vested 
interests  on  their  attaining  twenty-one. 

There  were  eight  children  of  the  marriage,  of  whom  the 
defendant  Charles  Lovelace  was  one. 
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.  In  the  year  1812^  the  defendant^  Charles  Lovelace^  had  1832. 
attained  the  age  of  twenty«five  years,  and^  as  one  of  the 
eight  children,  had  become  entitled,  subject  to  the  life  in- 
terest of  his  father  and  mother,  both  of  whom  were  then 
living,  to  a  vested  interest  in  one  eighth  part  of  the  stocks, 
funds,  monies,  and  securities,  then  liable  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement,  and  which  at  that  time  consisted  of  the 
sum  of  S,000/.,  secured  by  the  bond  mentioned  in  the 
settlement,  3,250/.  SL  per  eenU  Reduced  Bank  Annuities, 
15,]S2/.  V7s.  6d,  3L  per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annui- 
ties, and  10,010/.  3/.  per  cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annui- 
ties, all  standing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  set- 
tlement. 

In  July,  1812,  the  defendant,  Charles  Lovelace  (his 
father  and  mother  being  then  both  living)  contracted  with 
the  plaintiff  for  the  sale  to  him  of  bis  (the  defendant 
Charles  Lovelace's)  eighth  share  of  the  trust  monies  and 
funds,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  the  father  and  mo- 
ther, and  subject  also  to  a  proportionate  part  of  the  3,000/. 
liable  to  be  raised  out  of  the  funds  under  the  trusts  of  the 
settlement,  for  the  sum  of  550/. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  21st  August ,  1 81 2,  in  con- 
sideration of  550/.  on  that  day  paid  to  the  defendant, 
Charles  Lovelace,  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  Charles 
Lovelace  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  his  eighth  part  or  share 
in  the  trust  monies  and  funds,  exclusive  of  the  2,000/. 
secured  by  the  bond  mentioned  in  the  settlement. 

John  Day,  Robert  Dent,  and  John  Church,  three  of  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement,  died  in  the  life-time  of  John 
Baker,  their  co-trustee;  and  John  Baker,  the  last  sur- 
viving trustee,  died  prior  to  the  assignment  of  the  21  st 
August,  1812. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  2nd  c/i«/t^,  1814,  indorsed  on 
the  settlement  of  the  19th  October,  1775,  the  defendants, 
James  Curtis  and  Richard  James  Lawrence,  were  duly 
appointed  trustees  of  the  settlement,  in  the  place  of  the 
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1832.  former  trustees;  and  the  trust  monies  and  funds  were  as- 
signed and  transferred  to  and  vested  in  them  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement. 

Shortly  after  the  appointment  of  the  defendants  Curtis 
and  Lawrence  to  be  trustees  of  the  settlement,  notice  was 
given  to  them  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  assignment  of  the 
21  St  August,  1812. 

Robert  Lovelace,  the  father  of  the  defendant  Charles 
Lovelace,  died  in  the  year  1823,  and  EUxabeth  Lovelace^ 
the  mother  of  the  defendant  Charles  Lovelace,  died  in  the 
year  1824,  the  sum  of  3|000/.  provided  for  her  by  the  set- 
tlement having  been  duly  raised  for  her  under  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1829,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  original  bill, 
which  was  amended  in  the  following  July,  praying  that  the 
eighth  part  or  share  of  the  defendant  Charles  Lovelace 
might  be  decreed  to  be  transferred  and  paid  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  necessary  and  proper  accounts  might  be  taken 
for  ascertaining  the  amount  and  particulars  of  such  share ; 
but,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  have  such  part  or  share  paid  or 
transferred,  then  that  the  plaintiff  might,  out  of  such  part 
or  share,  be  paid  his  said  principal  sum  of  550^,  and  all 
the  interest  which  had  accrued  due  thereon,  together  with 
his  costs  of  the  suit. 

Inthe  month  of  November,  1 830,  and  subsequently  to 
putting  in  his  answer,  the  defendant  Richard  James  Lauh 
rence,  one  of  the  trustees,  died,  and  after  his  death  a  bill 
of  revivor  was  filed  against  James  Lawrence,  his  executor, 
who,  having  gone  abroad  before  he  was  served  with  pro- 
cess, a  supplemental  bill  was  filed  against  the  other  de- 
fendants to  establish  that  fact. 

The  defence  to  the  suit,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
Charles  Lovelace  and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
rested  on  two  grounds: — First,  undue  advantage  taken  of 
the  necessities  of  the  defendant  Charles  Lovelace,  and  of 
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his  ignorance  of  the  value  of  his  reversionary  interest —         1832. 
Secondly i  the  inadequacy  of  the  price  paid  fbr  the  rever- 
sionary interest. 

A  great  deal  of  evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  with  respect 
to  the  £rst  point,  viz.  the  undue  advantage  taken  by  the 
plaintiff  of  the  defendant  Charles  Lovelace  wholly  failed, 
and  the  case  as  to  this  point  was  wholly  abandoned.  The 
evidence  as  to  the  second  ground,  the  inadequacy  of  the 
consideration,  and  upon  which  latter  ground  the  whole 
case  turned,  consisted,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
evidence  of  Charles  Farebroiher,  who  deposed,  that  be 
had  been  an  auctioneer,  appraiser,  and  surveyor,  for  twen« 
ty-six  years,  and  was  well  acquainted  with  the  value  of  re* 
versionary  and  expectant  estates,  from  having  bought  and 
sold  a  considerable  number  of  such  estates  and  interests ; 
that  the  reversion  to  one  eighth  of  25,1321.  17 s.  6ef.  3/. 
per  cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  and  2,000/.  cash, 
well  secured  (a),  payable  on  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
a  gentleman  sixty-two  years  of  age,  and  a  lady  sixty-five 
years  of  age,  but  subject  to  a  deduction  out  of  such  stock 
and  cash  of  3,000/.  cash,  would  have  produced  by  public 
auction  or  private  contract,  the  sum  of  530/.,  on  the  28th 
Jult/,  1812;  that  the  reversion  to  2,550/.  3/.  per  cent. 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  and  24/.  IBs.  cash,  being 
the  residue  of  292/.  13^.,  afler  deducting  267/.  \5s^  for  se- 
ven half-yearly  dividends  accruing  on  the  said  sum  of 
2,550/.  3/.  per  cent.  Consols,  from  the  24th  January ^  1824, 
to  the  5th  October,  1827,  well  secured,  payable  on  the  de- 
cease of  the  survivor  of  the  before-named  gentleman  and 
lady,  would  have  produced,  by  public  auction  or  private 

(a)  The  assigomeiit  of  2l8t  Aur  bond.    On  a  subsequent  examin* 

gutt,  1812,  having  been  destroyed  ation  of  the  fragments  of  the  deed, 

by  fire,  it  was  considered,  when  the  Contrary  appeared  to  be  the 

the  suit  was  instituted,  that  it  in-  case, 
eluded  the  2,000/.  secured  by  the 
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1832.  contract,  on  the  S8th  Jtdy,  1812,  the  sum  of  415iL;  that 
the  sum  of  5IS0U  would  have  been  a  fair  consideration  for 
the  first  of  such  estates  and  interests,  and  415/.  for  the  se- 
cond of  such  estates  and  interests,  and  such  as  he  would 
have  advised  any  person  consulting  him  to  take  for  those 
interests,  on  the  28th  July,  1812;  that,  on  the  28th  Jmly^ 
1812,  the  price  of  Consols  was  561  to  SGAper  cenL,  and  of 
Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  561  to  561  per  cent.  And  the  evi- 
dence  of  James  Abbott,  who  deposed  that  he  had  been  an 
auctioneer  and  appraiser  between  thirty  and  forty  years,  and 
was  well  acquainted  with  the  value  of  reversionary  and  ex- 
pectant estates,  from  having  been  employed  to  sell  the 
same*  This  witness  valued  the  interests  estimated  by  the 
former  witness  at  530/.  and  415/.  at  the  sum  of  500/.  and 
400/./  and  which  he  considered  to  be  the  prices  which 
they  would  have  produced,  by  public  auction  or  private 
contract,  on  the  28th  July,  1812. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  as  to  the 
value  of  the  reversion,  consisted  of  the  depositions  of 
Charles  Ansell,  the  actuary  of  the  Atlas  Life  Assurance 
Office,  who  deposed,  that,  taking  on  the  28th  Jtdy,  1812, 
the  market  price  of  3/.  per  cent*  Consols,  to  be  5^  per  cen- 
tum, and  of  3/.  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  561  per 
centum,  the  fair  and  proper  value  of  the  reversion  of  the 
defendant  Charles  Lovelace,  was 847/.  lis.;  that  he  esti- 
mated such  value  by  the  usual  and  established  rules  of 
computation  adopted  for  ascertaining  the  value  of  rever- 
sionary interests  expectant  upon  lives  with  reference  to  the 
market  price  of  stocks  at  the  time  of  such  valuation. 
And  of  Charles  Lancelot  Hoggart,  who  deposed  that  he 
had  been  an  auctioneer  twenty-six  years ;  that  he  was  accus- 
tomed to  value,  and  was  well  acquainted  with  the  value  of 
reversions;  that,  assuming  on  the  28th  July,  1812,  the  mar- 
ket price  of  Consols  to  be  bSik  per  cent.,  and  of  3/.  percent. 
Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  561  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's 
reversionary  interest  was  940/./  which  sum  the  witness 
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computed  as  the  value  taking  the  before-mentioned  prices         1832. 
of  stock  as  the  basis  of  his  computation.     But  the  witness 
stated,  thati  in  his  opinioni  the  price  of  stocks  in  the  months 
of  July  and  August ^  181^^  was  not  a  fair  basis  for  ascer- 
taining the  value  of  a  reversion  of  stock  at  that  time,  inas- 
much as  stocks  at  that  particular  period  were  at  an  unu^ 
sually  low  and  depressed  price,  from  the  then  state  of  £tf- 
rope.   And  the  witness  therefore  stated,  that,  in  estimating 
the  value  of  the  reversionary  interest  at  that  period,  a  me- 
dium price  of  the  stocks  ought  to  be  taken ;  and  considering 
money  at  that  period  to  be  improveable,  and  that,  taking 
the  stock  at  60/.,  the  value  of  the  reversion  upon  that  prin- 
ciple would  be  1,018/.    And  oi  Henry  Wyati,  who  proved 
that  he  had  been  a  land  agent  and  surveyor  for  forty  years, 
during  which  he  had  been  extensively  engaged  in  the  valu- 
ation and  sale  of  all  descriptions  of  property,  including  rever- 
sions— that,  supposing  on  the  28th  July^  1812,  Consols  to 
have  been  d6i  per  cent.,  and  3/.  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank 
Annuities,  56f  per  centf  the  value  of  the  reversionary  inter- 
est was  890/.  or  thereabouts.     But  the  witness  stated,  that 
in  his  opinion  it  was  not  a  fair  or  proper  mode  of  estimat- 
ing the  value  of  a  reversionary  interest  in  stock,  to  take  the 
price  of  stocks  at  the  time  of  purchase,  either  at  an  extra- 
ordinary low  price  or  at  a  very  high  price;  but,  that,  in 
making  the  calculation,  regard  should  be  had  to  the  future 
price  of  stock  being  something  higher,  particularly  as  the 
period  alluded  to  was  nearly  at  the  close  of  the  war,  and, 
therefore,  it  would  not  have  been  unfair  to  have  consider- 
ed the  mean  value  or  average  price  of  stock,  at  60/.  per 
cenUf  and  to  have  made  the  calculation  on  that  basis;  ac- 
cording to  which  the  value  of  the  reversionary  interest 
would  have  been  1000/.     The  defendant  Lovelace  also 
examined  Mr.  Morgan,  the  actuary  of  the  Equitable  As- 
surance Office,  who  estimated  the  value  of  the  reversion- 
ary interest,  supposing,  on  the  28th  Jti/y,  1812,  Consols  to 
have  been  56i  per  cent.,  and  8h  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank 


550  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1832,  Annuities,  561  per  cenU^  at  855/.  8«.  or  thereabouts.  And, 
supposing  on  the  21st  August,  1812,  Consols  to  have  been 
58i  per  cent.,  and  3/.  per  cent*  Reduced  Bank  Annuities, 
58^  per  eenU^  at  884/.  10«./  that  such  respective  values 
were  estimated  by  the  usual  and  established  rules  of  com- 
putation adopted  for  ascertaining  the  value  of  reversionary 
interests  expectant  upon  lives,  with  reference  to  the  market 
price  of  stocks  at  the  times  of  such  valuation. 

The  defendant  Lovelace  also  proved,  that,  on  the  21  st 
August,  1812,  the  price  of  Consols  was  57i  to  58i,  and  of 
SL  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  58i  to  58i.  And 
that  on  the  27th  June,  1820,  the  opening  price  of  Consols 
was  691  to  701,  and  the  market  price  of  S/.  per  cent.  Reduc- 
ed Bank  Annuities  was  681  to  681  per  centum* 

Mr.  Kmght,  Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Cooper  for  the 
plaintiff. — ^There  is  no  general  rule  that  mere  inadequacy 
of  price,  as  shewn  by  the  calculation  of  an  actuary,  is  suffi- 
cient of  itself  to  avoid  a  purchase  of  a  reversionary  interest. 
Supposing,  however,  such  a  rule  to  prevail,  the  plaintiff 
did  give  a  sufficient  price,  according  to  the  evidence  of 
Farebrolher  and  the  other  auctioneer.  On  the  other 
side,  the  two  actuaries  who  have  been  examined,  prove, 
not  what  the  reversionary  interest  would  produce  in  the 
market,  but  the  value  according  to  the  tables.  In  Griffith 
V.  Spratley  (a),  Lord  Chief  Baron  Et/re  observes,  "  the 
value  of  a  thing  is  what  it  will  produce,  and  admits  of  no 
precise  standard.  It  must  be  in  its  nature  fluctuating,  and 
will  depend  on  ten  thousand  different  circumstances:**  and 
referring  to  a  case  of  Heathcote  v.  Paigniortf  he  observes: 
**  At  the  same  time,  I  must  confess  I  do  not  enter  into  the 
grounds  of  the  calculation  by  M^hich  the  value  in  that  case 
was  ascertained ;  for,  after  all,  if  the  actuary  of  the  Ami^ 
cable  Society  will  extract  from  the  tables,  that  an  annuity 

(a)  1  Cox,  388,  389. 
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for  the  life  of  the  seller  is  worth  twelve  years'  purchase}  1832. 
and  yet  no  one  man  is  to  be  found  on  the  stock  exchange 
who  will  give  more  than  six ;  and  on  and,  before  and  after 
the  time  of  the  contract^  the  sense  of  mankind,  evidenced 
by  their  transactions,  is,  that  such  an  annuity  is  not  worth 
more,  I  cannot  conceive  how  the  Master  drew  the  in- 
ference he  did.**  This  is  a  strong  confirmation  of  the 
judgment  of  the  late  Chief  Baron,  Sir  W.  Alexander,  in 
Headon  v.  Rosher  (a).  If  no  purchase  by  private  contract 
of  a  reversionary  interest  can  stand,  unless  the  value  speci- 
fied in  the  tables  be  given,  which  no  person  will  in  fact  give 
for  it,  then  it  follows  that  a  reversionary  interest,  however 
valuable,  cannot  be  sold  by  private  contract.  In  Shelley 
V.  Nash  (fi),  it  seems  to  have  been  laid  down,  that  a  aale  of 
a  reversionary  interest  by  auction,  though  for  an  inadequate 
price,  is  good,  and  that  a  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  shew 
that  he  has  given  the  full  value.  According  to  that  case, 
there  can  be  no  sale  of  a  reversionary  interest,  except  by 
auction.  In  Gowland  v.  De  Faria  (c),  there  was  no  con- 
flict with  respect  to  the  value.  The  inadequacy  of  the 
consideration  was  admitted.  That  case  was  appealed  from, 
and  was  subsequently  compromised.  Gowland  v.  De 
Faria,  would  not  seem  to  be  warranted  by  the  pre- 
ceding cases;  and  the  opinion  of  the  late  Chief  Baron 
seems  the*  only  rational  and  correct  opinion.  There  are 
many  instances  of  bills  to  set  aside  contracts  merely  for  in- 
adequacy of  consideration  being  dismissed  at  the  hear- 
ing. The  defendants  rest  their  case  not  on  fraud  alone, 
but  on  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration.  The  fraud  is 
distinctly  disproved  by  the  plaintifi^,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence on  the  other  side  of  fraud.  The  defendants  having 
made  no  distinct  point  of  fraud,  apart  from  the  inadequacy 
of  the  consideration,  the  defence  as  to  fraud  failing,  can- 
not resort  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  alone. 

(a)  I  M'Clel.  Se  Y.  89.         (b)  3  Madd.  232.         (c)  17  Vcs.  20. 
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1832.  There  is  nothing  in  the  interrogatories  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  calculated  to  produce  evidence  of  what  the 
reversion  would  produce  on  a  sale,  but  only  as  to  its  va- 
lue. In  Gowland  v.  De  Faria^  no  evidence  was  gone  into 
to  shew  that*  the  vendor  was  in  a  situation  to  set  aside 
the  contract.  We  have  gone  into  evidence  to  shew  that, 
in  1817,  the  defendant  Lovelace  was  in  such  a  situation. 
In  every  case  where  a  party  comes  to  set  aside  transactions 
of  this  descriptioni  he  must  shew  that  he  has  used  due 
diligence.  The  same  principle,  it  is  apprehended,  must 
apply  where  he  is  a  defendant  resisting  a  specific  per- 
formance. Gwynne  v.  Heaton  (a),  Moih  v.  Aitwood  (A), 
and  Emery  v.  TVase  (c\  were  also  cited  for  the  plaintiff. 

a 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Lovat,  for  the  defendants. — Sir 
William  Grant  did  not  intend  to  lay  down  any  new  rule  in 
Gowland  v.  De  Faria;  but  only  intended  to  act  upon  the 
law  as  it  was  to  be  found  in  the  earlier  cases.  In  Peacock 
y.  Evans  (d),  the  protection  given  by  a  Court  of  equity  to 
an  expectant  heir  dealing  for  his  expectancies,  is  treat- 
ed as  approaching  almost  to  an  incapacity  to  contract. 
The  general  principle  upon  which  the  Court  acts  in  cases 
of  this  description,  is  to  be  found  in  Bemey  v.  Pitt  {e\ 
Twisleion  v.  Griffith  (/),  Gwynne  y.  Heaton,  Gowland  v. 
De  Faria  (g).  In  Shelley  v.  Nash  (A),  the  rule  established 
was,  that  there  being  no  improper  conduct  at  the  auction, 
the  price  obtained  at  the  auction  must  be  taken  as  the  fair 
value;  but,  in  Fox  v.  Wright  {i),  a  sale  by  auction  with- 
out any  reserve  of  post  obit  bonds  granted  by  the  vendor, 
was  relieved  against.  In  Hincksman  v.  Smith  (it),  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  observes:  "  In  Gowland  v.  De 

(o)  IBro.  C.C.  1.  1P.W.3I2. 
(6;  6  Vc8.  846.  (/*)  1  P.  W.  310. 

(c)  Ibid.  846.  (g)  17Ve8.20. 

{d)  1 6  Ves.  5 1 2.  (A)  3  Madd.  232. 

{€)  2  Swanst.  142,  n.;  &  C.  2         (i)   6 Madd.  111. 
Vern.  14;    2  Rep.  in  Cha.  396;         W  3  Russ.  435. 
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Sir  Wiltiam  Orant  did  not  consider  himself  as  laying  down  1832. 
a  new  rule,  but  as  following  the  current  of  authority."  In 
Gwyrme  y.  Heaton  there  was  no  fraud,  the  reversion  had 
been  offered  for  sale  all  over  the  town;  and  that  case, 
therefore,  establishes  that  inadequacy  alone  is  sufficient* 
The  value  put  on  the  reversion  was  5,000/.,  an  annuity  of 
400/.  valued  at  2,000/.,  and  3,000/.-  in  money  was  given 
for  it.  Lord  Hardwieke  considered  the  annuity  to  be  va- 
lued too  high.  The  inadequacy  was  not  greater  in  Oowland 
Y.  De  Faria,  than  in  the  present  case.  In  Coles  v.  TV^co- 
thick  (a).  Lord  Eldon  observes,  that,  in  cases  of  rever* 
sions  and  interests  of  that  sort,  in  some  the  whole  duty 
of  making  good  the  bargain.  Upon  the  principles  of  the 
Court,  is  upon  the  vendee,  as  in  the  instance  of  heirs  ex- 
pectant. In  Davies  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  (6),  the 
grant  of  the  annuity  recognised  in  the  grantor  the  char- 
acter of 'eldest  son  and  heir-at-law;  and  Lord  Eldon  states 
it  to  be  clearly  established,  that,  if  a  party  has  dealt  with 
an  heir  apparent  for  interests  of  which  he  is  not  in  present 
possession,  it  does  not  rest  on  the  heir  to  shew  that  the 
bargain  was  unreasonable  and  improvident;  but  on  the 
party  dealing  with  him  to  shew  that  it  was  reasonable.  In 
Myle  V.  Swindells  {c),  it  was  held  to  be  incumbent  on  the 
purchaser  of  a  reversionary  interest  of  a  person  in  the 
situation  of  an  expectant  heir,  seeking  a  specific  per- 
formance, to  prove  the  adequacy  of  the  consideration. 
In  deciding  that  case,  the  late  Chief  Baron  observes,  '*  It 
was  thrown  upon  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  a  case  of  ade- 
quacy in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  a  decree,  and  he  has 
not  done  it  in  the  way  that  he  ought.'*  In  that  case.  Sir 
William  Alexander  adopted  the  principle  laid  down  in 
Gowland  v.  De  Faria ^  and  Coles  and  Trecoihick.  In  SheU 
ley  V.  Nash  (c/),  the  Court  established  the  sale,  on  the  ground 


(a)  9  Ves.  234, 24iS.  (c)  M'Clel.  519. 

(6)  2  Swanst.  139.  {d)  3  Madd.  232. 
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1832.        that  the  aaction  was  a  criterion  of  the  value.    In  Headom  y. 
RosAeTg  the  parties  sold  for  a  purpose  which  the  Court  would 
consider  proper.     In  that  case,  if  they  could  not  have  sold 
the  reversioni  they  might  have  been  placed  in  great  diffi- 
culty,  and  unable  to  carry  their  plans  into  effect.    There, 
also,  the  property  had  twice  been  put  up  to  sale  by  auction 
without  effect,  and  the  parties  were  necessarily  driven  to  a 
sale  by  private  contract.    It  also  appeared  that  the  wife  had 
other  property  in  Court,  and  the  sale  was  only  of  ao  nfuch 
as  was  necessary.   Sir  William  Alexander  in  that  case  ob- 
serves, that  the  report  of  Peacock  v.  Evans  shews  that  the 
mind  of  the  Judge  was  influenced  by  other  circumstances 
than  the  mere  inadequacy  of  price.     In  Headan  v.  Rcsker 
there  was  a  clear  confirmation  after  the  reversion  had 
dropped  in ;  and  the  sale,  therefore,  must  have  been  estab- 
lished.    It  has  been  said,  that  the  defendants  do  not  rest 
their  case  merely  on  the  inadequacy  of  price,  but  mix  up 
with  it  misconduct,  and  that  they  are,  therefore,  not  now  at 
liberty  to  rest  on  the  inadequacy  alone.  In  Gwynne  v.  HeO" 
tan,  and  Byle  v.  Swindell^  fraud  was  alleged,  but  disproved; 
and  in  each  case  the  Court  acted  on  the  inadequacy  only. 
This  case  comes  clearly  within  the  principle  of  the  cases  in 
which  the  Court  has  interfered.    There  is  no  proof  in  this 
case  of  any  means  having  been  taken  to  ascertain  the  value. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  distress  of  the  defendant 
was  known  to  the  plaintiff^;  the  whole  transaction  shews  it 
The  evidence  of  Mr.  Morgan  shews  the  value,  taking  it 
at  16,000/.  to  be  748/.,  being  a  difference  of  800/.  upon 
500/.,  a  difference  which  Sir  William  Grant  called  a  sub* 
stitutional  difference.     Morgan  and  AnseU  both  state  the 
calculated  value  to  be  considerably  more  than  the  price 
agreed  to  be  paid ;  this  brings  it  within  Gowland  v.  De 
Faria. 

Mr.  Knight  replied. 
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Lord  LYiTDHVitST. — I  htfve  made  a  caieulation  as  to  the  1832. 
inftifeqiiftbj^.  It  the  tiro  calculationd  Of  Motg^n  and  An- 
sell,  and'  the  aivei'iige  ot  Aieir  r^ults^  be  taken  on  the  one 
sidb/  and  the  calcuktions'  of  the  two  witn^sdes  for  the 
^hintiff,  and  the  avera^^  of  their  results^  be  stiated  on  the 
otheir  aide,  and  then  the  ayerage  of  the  whole^  two  On  one 
sidb,  atad  ti^^o  oh  the'other^  be  taken,  the  result  is  597/.,  that 
ii^,  47/.  mof^  tHiih  the  price  actually  paid.'  'fhere  are  va« 
ItiatSons  oii  the  one  side  making  it  530/.  and  SOOL,  adding 
tbem  togetlier  the  sum  is  t030/.|  which  divided  by  two 
makes  the  average  515/.^  iVom  which  one  eighth  being 
taken  reduces  it  to  450/.  Then,  on  the  other  side,  taking 
MorgarCs  valuation  at  855/.,  and  AnselFs  at  84'7/.,  they 
make  together  17D3/.|  which,  divided  by  two,  maikes  the 
aTerage  85 R/  taking  one  eighth  from  which  reduces  it  to 
744/./  so  that  the  average  on  one  side,  after  taking  off  the 
eighth  is  744/.,  and  the  average  on  the  other  side,  after  de- 
ducting the  eighth,  is  450/.  Now,  adding  the  744/.  to  the 
450/.,  they  make  together  1194/.,  ahd  this  being  divided  by 
two  makes  597/.  as  the  average  of  the  Whole,  which  is  just 
47iL  iriore  than  the  price  actually  paid. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  Sir  William  Grant,  in  Gowland  v. 
JDe  Faria  (a),  pauses  a  moment  as  to  an  actuary's  valua- 
tion; but  then,  he  says,  "  there  is  nothing  opposed  to  it;  it 
is  not  questioned;  but  it  is  admitted."  I  take  that  as  the 
basis  upon  which  I  should  proceed.  It  is  equally  clear, 
he  seemed  to  think  a  question  might  arise  as  to  whether 
an  actuary's  valuation  was  the  real  value*  Sir  William 
Alexander,  in  Headen  v.  Rasher,  states  that  the  sum  at 
which  an  actuary  values  a  reversion  never  can  be  obtain- 
ed. I  suppose  it  cannot;  for,  why  should  a  party  choose 
to  lock  up  his  money  at  the  ordinary  interest;  Some  de- 
duction therefore  should  be  made  on  that  account;  but,  in 
this  case,  making  no  deduction,  and  taking  the  valuations 

(a)  17  Vei.  20. 
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1832.  on  both  sides,  the  average  is  only  47/.  more  than  the  mo' 
ney  paid  for  the  reversion.  It  is  stated  that  500/.  was  a 
fair  price,  because  500/.  was  paid  by  Parker  for  the  rever- 
sion he  purchased  of  Robert  Lovelace ,  the  brother  of  the 
defendant  Charles  Lovelace.  On  the  other  side  it  was 
said  it  was  not  a  fair  price,  because  Parker  afterwards 
agreed  to  give  130/.  more,  through  the  medium  of  the 
plaintiff  Potts,  his  solicitor,  from  a  consciousness  that  the 
sum  at  which  he  had  purchased  was  not  a  fair  price.  This 
was  paid  I  suppose  after  the  contingency  occurred,  when 
it  turned  out  to  be  a  most  valuable  affair.  The  validity  of 
the  transaction  was  called  in  question;  and,  as  it  turned 
out  to  have  been  a  most  advantageous  purchase,  the  pur- 
chaser, who  wished  the  transaction  to  be  upheld,  was  will- 
ing to  pay  the  additional  sum,  rather  than  run  the  risk  of 
so  advantageous  a  bargain  being  set  aside. 

CSwr.  adv,  vuU. 

May  3rd.  Lord  Lyndhurst. — In  this  case  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  there  is  any  thing  upon  which  an  imputation  of  fraud 
can  rest;  neither  do  I  understand,  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
dants,  that  any  case  of  fraud  has  been  relied  on.  It  ap- 
pears that  Mr.  Charles  Lovelace  was  entitled  to  an  eighth 
of  this  reversionary  interest  One  of  his  brothers  had  sold 
his  eighth  of  the  same  reversionary  interest  to  Mr.  Parker^ 
and  Mr.  Potts  had  in  that  transaction  acted  as  solicitor  to 
Mr.  Parker.  Mr.  Charles  Lovelace,  being  desirous  to 
sell  his  interest,  applied  to  Mr.  Lee,  his  own  solicitor,  by 
whom  an  application  was. in  the  first  instance  made  to  Mr. 
Parker,  to  know  whether  Mr.  Parker,  who  had  purchased 
the  interest  of  the  other  brother,  would  also  purchase  the 
kiterest  of  Charles  Lovelace.  He  declined  doing  so.  Simi- 
lar applications  were  made  to  several  other  persons,  and 
they  declined  purchasing  at  the  price  required  by  Mr* 
Lee,  as  the  agent  and  solicitor  for  the  vendor,  Mr.  Lovelace. 
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It  then  occurred  to  them  to  apply  to  Mr.  Potls.  They  1B32. 
accordingly  made  an  application  to  Mr.  Potis,  who,  in  the 
course  of  conversation,  made  an  offer  of  650/.,  and  said  he 
would  give  no  more  than  that  sum.  Mr.  Charles  Lovelace 
was  twenty-five  years  of  age  at  that  time,  and  was  accom« 
panied  by  his  solicitor*  He  had  a  full  opportunity  of  consi* 
dering  the  offer  which  was  made,  and  he  and  his  solicitor 
retired  for  the  purpose  of  considering  it;  and  in  the  result 
they  came  into  the  room  again,  and  accepted  the  offer. 
There  is  nothing  whatever  to  shew  any  fraud  or  any  im- 
position on  the  part  of  Mr.  Poits,  and  therefore  the  case 
must  rest  entirely  upon  the  inadequacy  of  the  considera- 
tion. It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  say  what  is  the  extent 
of  the  inadequacy  of  consideration  which  will  vitiate  a  con- 
tract of  this  kind,  for  it  does  not  appear  to  me  upon  the 
evidence,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  understand  it, 
that  the  consideration  was  inadequate  when  the  subject 
is  fairly  considered.  Undoubtedly  in  this  case  Mr.  Mor- 
gan and  Mr,. Ansell,  who  are  both  actuaries,  and  accus- 
tomed to  make  calculations  of  this  description  with  great 
accuracy,  state  that  they  calculate  the  value  of  this  rever- 
sion at  considerably  more  than  the  sum  that  was  agreed 
to  be  paid  for  it.  This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of 
the  doctrine  in  Gowland  v.  De  Faria.  What  is  it  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  there  says?  He  says  "  The  question 
is,  whether  he  has  received  an  adequate  consideration. 
Upon  that  question  the  evidence  is  all  one  way.  In  many 
of  these  cases  very  opposite  opinions  are  given  by  calcula- 
tors; but  here  Mr.  Morgaris  opinion  is  not  contradicted; 
I  must  therefore  take  the  value  to  be  inadequate;  and  I  do 
not  see  how  I  can  avoid  setting  aside  the  contract."  In  that 
case  there  was  a  calculated  value ;  that  value  was  stated  by 
Mr.  Morgan;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  not  finding  that 
calculated  value  opposed  by  any  evidence,  considered  he 
was  bound  by  it;  and,  the  calculated  value  being  much 
more  than  the  sum  paid,  he  considered  the  contract  was 

VOL.  I.  Q  Q 
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1832.  altogether  void.  But  I  think  the  observations  made  upon 
that  case  by  Sir  William  Alexander  very  judicious  and 
very  proper.  He  says:  *'  Calculated  value,  is  never  actual 
value ;  and  no  person  selling  a  reversionary  interest  can  ever 
expect  to  get  the  calculated  value."  And  his  reason  is  ex- 
tremely good  and  satisfactory.  He  says  ''  The  price 
agreed  on,  and  actually  paid,  was^  in  my  opinion,  the  utmost 
that,  according  to  human  probability,  could  have  been  ob« 
tained.  I  do  not  dispute  Mr.  Morgan^ s  valuation ;  but  the 
price  of  an  actuary  cannot  be  obtained.  The  price  set 
was  an  arithmetical  value.  Now,  no  man  will  part  with  his 
ready  money,  and  all  the  advantages  which  the  power 
over  it  confers,  in  exchange  for  a  future  interest,  without 
some  compensation  beyond  the  dry  arithmetical  value  of 
it.*'  Sir  William  Alexander^  therefore,  would  have  come 
to  the  conclusion,  probably,  in  Gowlandv.  De  Faria^  that, 
according  to  his  experience,  he  would  not  have  been  bound, 
as  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  conceived  himself  to  be,  by  the 
evidence  of  the  calculated  value.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
thought  that  the  calculated  value,  being  opposed  by  no 
other  evidence,  was  conclusive  upon  him.  According  to 
my  understanding  of  the  judgment  of  Sir  William  Alex- 
ander ^  he  would  not  have  considered  himself  so  bound;  he 
would  have  exercised  his  own  understanding  and  exper- 
ience, and  made  certain  deductions  from  the  calculated 
value:  but,  in  the  present  case,  we  have  evidence,  not  mere- 
ly of  the  calculated  value,  but  evidence  independent  of  it. 
Now,  the  evidence  of  the  calculated  value  of  the  two  most 
experienced  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  those 
on  whose  judgment  I  should  be  disposed  most  to  rely,  Mr. 
Morgan  and  Mr.  Ansell,  is,  that  the  calculated  value 
amounts  to  744/.  When  I  say  744/.,  that  is  the  average  of 
their  valuation,  after  deducting  one  eighth  in  consequence 
of  their  calculation  having  originally  included  the  S,000/.» 
which  it  turns  out  should  have  been  omitted.  Their  esti- 
mated value,  therefore^  is  744/..*  two  thirds  of  that  sum  i« 
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496/.  only.  If  you  deduct^  according  to  common  exper«  1832. 
iencCf  a  third  from  the  calculated  value,  the  proportion  to 
which  as  the  average  price  obtained  (a),  it  would  reduce  the 
744/.  to  496/*,  whereas  the  sum  here  contracted  for  amount- 
ed to  550/*  But,  what  is  the  evidence  on  the  other  side? 
The  evidence  on  the  other  side,  of  Mr.  Fairbrother^  is, 
that  it  was  not  worth,  to  sell,  more  than  530/. :  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Abbott  that  it  was  not  worth  more  than  500/.  Tak- 
ing, therefore,  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Fairbrother,  and  the  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  Abbott,  who  are  both  experienced  persons 
in  selling  property  of  this  description,  and  contrasting  that 
with  the  calculated  value;  the  estimate  they  put  upon  the 
property  is  something  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  calculat- 
ed value,  and  something  less  than  the  money  actually  given 
for  the  property.  There  is  another  way  of  consider- 
ing it,  which  I  have  already  presented  to  the  parties — I 
would  take  Mr.  Morgan  and  Mr.  Ansell  on  one  side,  and 
take  their  average,  and  then  Fairbrother  and  Abbott  on 
the  other  side,  and  take  their  average;  and  then,  taking 
the  average  of  the  two  sets  of  calculators,  I  find  the  esti- 
mated value  upon  that  average  is  only  597/.,  which  is  only 
47/.  more  than  the  sum  actually  contracted  to  be  paid. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  this  is  such  a  case  of  inadequacy  as  will  justify  me  de- 
claring this  an  invalid  contract.  I  feel  I  am  bound  to  give 
effect  to  the  contract,  and  to  give  judgment  for  the  plun- 
tiff. 

The  case  stood  over  for  further  consideration  with  re- 
spect to  the  question  of  costs. 


On  this  day  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  said  he  had  looked     May  25th, 
through  the  bill  and  answer,  and  it  appeared  to  him  that 

(o)  Siig.  Vend.  &  Purch.  239. 

qq2 


SCO  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THC 

^S32^      it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintilBP  to  file  his  bill;  and  that 
he  had  made  out  his  case^  and  ought  to  have  his  costs. 

The  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs  as  to  so  much  of  it  as 
related  to  the  bond  for  2000/.,  and  a  decree  was  made  with 
costs  as  to  the  remainder  of  the  suit. 


May  Ath,  ChimELLI  V.  ChaUVET. 

In  this  Conrt  it  J[n  this  cssc  an  injunction  had  been  granted  for  want  of 
course  to  with-  an  answer,  which,  on  the  coming  in  of  the  answer,  had 
fary^repHo^^  j  ^^^^  dissolved  ou  the  merits.  A  replication  was  afterwards 
but  a  motion  to  fijed  to  the  answer.     The  plaintiff  subsequently  obtained 

withdraw  a  re-  ./..i  i«i 

plication  filed  in  an  Order,  on  motion  of  course,  without  notice,  to  withdraw 
ordeMo^dUmiu  ^^^  replication  and  amend  the  bill.  The  bill  was  accord- 
the  bill  for  want  ipgly  amended,  and  an  attachment  issued  for  want  of  an 

of  prosecution,  IS       °  •'  ' 

a  special  appii-  answer  to  the  amendments.  On  production  of  the  attach- 
notice.  ment,  and  an  affidavit  verifying  the  amendments^  the  plain* 

junction^obuiin-  tiff  moved  for  and  obtained  the  common  injunction,  with- 
ed  for  want  of  Q^t  any  notice  of  the  motion. 

answer  is  dis-  ^ 

solved  on  the  An  application  was  now  made  to  discharge  the  order 

biiiisaaerwards  for  amending  the  bill;  to  take  the  amended  bill  off  the 
amended,  a  mo-  gj^    ^^  g^^  ^gjjg  ^^e  attachment'  and  to  discharge  the 

tion  lor  an  in-  '  »  o 

junction  for  want  order  granting  the  injunction — for  irregularity. 

of  an  answer  to 
the  amended 

apphcationTre-  ^^^'  Simpkinsou  and  Mr.  James  Russell  rested  the  ap- 
quiring  notice,  pHcalion  on  two  gvouuAs— first ,  that  the  application  to 
the  defendant  withdraw  the  replication  and  amend  the  bill,  was  a  special 
tempt.  "  "~  application  requiring  notice;  and  they  referred  to  the  ge- 
neral order  (a) — and  secondlyy  that  the  injunction  was  im« 
properly  obtained,  being  granted  on  an  attachment  and  affi- 
davit, but  without  any  notice.     In  support  of  the  motion 


'  y  .  {.)  11  June,  1778. 


Chauvet. 
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were  cited  James  v.  Doumes  {a),  Norris  v.  Kennedy  {by        1832. 

Bliss  V.  Boscawen  (c),   Lingham  v.  Toole  (rf),    Gadd  v.  "     ' 

Worrall  (e\  Edwards  v.  Edwards  (/),  and  Fowler^s  Prac-  ^    v. 
Vice  {g). 

Mr.  Griffith  Richards,  conird,  referred  to  Marlcham  v. 
Smyth  (h)  and  to  the  general  order.  He  also  contended 
that  the  defendant,  being  in  contempt,  could  not  be  heard. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Lord  Lyndhurst)  considered 
that  the  general  order  clearly  shewed  that  it  was  a  mo- 
tion of  course  to  withdraw  a  voluntary  replication,  but  a 
special  motion  to  withdraw  a  replication  filed  to  meet  a 
motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution.  And  the  officers 
of  the  Court  reporting  that  the  general  order  had  not 
been  overruled,  but  that  the  practice  had  been  according 
to  it,  his  lordship  expressed  his  intention  to  abide  by  it. 

The  motion  was  refused^  without  costs,  so 
far  as  it  sought  to  discharge  the  order 
to  withdraw  replication  and  amend  the 
bill^  and  to  take  the  amended  bill  off  the 
file.  The  order  for  the  injunction  was 
discharged,  for  irregularity,  with  costs,  on 
the  ground  of  its  having  been  obtained 
without  notice. 

(a)  18  Vcs.  622.  (/)  2  Dick.  765. 

(6)  II  Ves.  566.  (g)  Vol.  1,  p.  328;  Vol.  2,  p. 

(c)  2Ve8.  &B.  101.  46. 

(d)  i  Anstr.  188.  (A)  9  Price,  163. 
{e)  2  Anstr.  663. 
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1832. 

/^  ^  ■  V.  Lynb. 

JL  HE  question  in  this  casej  which  was  raised  on  demurr- 


May2UL 


A  gift  by  will  by 

a  huiband  to  his  g-  ^^s,  whether  a  bequcst  by  a  testator  to  his  wife  for 

wife  for  her  sole  . 

use  and  benefit,  her  sole  use  and  benefit  was  a  gift  generally  or  for  her  se- 

is  equivalent  to  a 

gliftforhersepa-   paratC  USe. 
rate  use. 

X  ^  Mr.  Daniel,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

/ft^f^'^  Mr.  Bethellf  for  the  bill,  cited  Bulpin  v.  Clark  {a), 

/      \rju^  ^^^  Barlee  v.  Barlee  (6),  Adamson  v.  Armitage  (c),  and  Ex 
*^        ^^-^       y     parte  Ray  (d). 

;      ^fict^r  •//  ^    Lord  Lynohurst,  L.  C.  B.,  held,  that  the  words  "  sole 
^^     y  use  and  benefit*'  must  have  some  meaning  given  to  them, 
^^at^^  ^'''^  >^as  otherwise  the  effect  of  the  bequest  would  be  the  same 
/y^^.C        without  them. 

c/^^^^J .  The  demurrer  was  overruled. 

^^^wv*^_:::  ^         (^)  yi  Ves.  366.  (0  19  Vca.  416;  Coop.  283. 

(6)  1  Sim.  &  S.  100.  (<0  1  Madd.  199. 


July  3rd»      The  Attormey-General,  at  the  relation  of  John  Foster 

and  John  Henry  Crump,  v.  Thomas  Molland. 

A  tesutrix  be«  ISARAH  Teuxbury^  spinster,  by  her  will,  dated  the  1 5th 
sum  of  100/.,  to  ot  February f  1803,  after  directing  that  all  her  just  debts 

be  put  out  on 
good  security 

by  her  executors  thereinafter  to  be  nominated,  and  the  interest  to  be  annually  paid  by  her  exe- 
cutors to  J.B.,  of  W.,  and  his  successors,  so  long  as  he  the  said  A.  B.  and  his  succesiors  should 
teach  in  the  said  town  of  W,  the  gospel  of  ChrUi,  under  the  name  of  orthodoxy.  The  evidence 
shewed  that  J.  B,,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  preached  to  a  congregation  in  fP.,  of  calvinists, 
or,  as  they  called  themselves,  orthodox  independents : — Held,  that  the  minister  for  the  time  being 
of  the  congregation  at  which  J,  B,  preached  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  was  entitled,  so  long 
as  he  preached  the  doctrines  preached  by  A*  £.,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix  to  the  interest  ^ 
the  legacy. 
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and  funeral  expenses  should  be   paid  and  discharged ,         1832. 
bequeathed  to  John  Strickland  a  legacy  or  sum  of  100/.,     ^    ''C"*^ 
and  she  gave  and  bequeathed  the  sum  of  lOOL,  to  be  put  v. 

,  .11  .  1  .        n  MOLLAND. 

out  on  good  security  by  her  executors  m  trust  thereinafter 

to  be  nominated,  and  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  XQ^L/^^-^^'^'^^* 

to  be  annually  paid  by  her  executors  to  the  Rev.  J".  Bants-     / »^^rz^^  ^^ 

ter,  of  Wareham^  and  to  his  successors,  so  long  as  he  the  ^ 

said  J.  Banister  and  his  successors  should  teach  in  the 
said  town  of  Wareham  the  gospel  of  Christy  under  the 
name  of  orthodoxy;  and,  after  bequeathing  the  sum  of 
100/.  to  the  Missionary  Society  for  the  spread  of  the  Gos- 
pel among  the  Heathens  abroad,  and  giving  and  bequeath-  \ 
ing  certain  other  pecuniary  legacies,  she  gave  and  be* 
queathed  as  follows :  "  All  the  rest  of  my  personal  estate 
whatever,  such  as  my  house  at  East  LulwortA,  my  house- 
hold goods,  my  monies,  bills,  and  securities  for  monies, 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  except  what  I  have  before 
given,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Thomas  Molland,  son  of 
the  Rev.  Thomas  Molland,  of  Thaxied,  in  the  county  of 
Essex;  and  I  do  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  the  said 
Thomas  Molland,  jun.,  my  executor  and  administrator; 
but,  in  case  the  said  Thomas  Molland,  my  chosen  execu- 
tor, should  die  without  issue,  then  my  will  is,  that  my 
household  goods  shall  be  given,  that  is  to  say,  I  give  it, 
in  such  case,  to  the  aforesaid  John  Strickland,  excepting 
one  large  chest,  and  one  pier  glass,  and  one  brass  fender, 
which  I  give  to  the  said  Mary  Furber;  and,  in  case  my 
said  executor  Thomas  Molland  die  without  issue,  then,  in 
such  case,  I  give  my  money,  that  is  to  say,  the  interest  of 
all  my  monies  found  in  the  Bank  of  England,  to  the  Rev. 
John  Banister,  of  Wareham,  and  to  the  Rev.  B>  Crack- 
nell,  of  Weymouth  and  their  successors,  the  said  interest 
to  be  given  by  them  and  their  successors  for  the  promul- 
gation of  the  gospel,  and  to  be  annually  paid  to  them  by 
my  executors  and  assignees  in  trust,  and  by  their  success- 
ors to  be  nominated  and  appointed  by  my  appointed  exe^ 
cutors  in  trust,  J,  Strickland  aforesaid,  bailiff  to  Natha^ 
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1832.  niel  Bond,  of  East  Holme,  in  the  county  of  Dorset,  and 
Att.  Obn.  ^^^  ^^^^  James  Furber,  sen.,  of  Staple.  My  will  is,  that  my 
V-  said  executor,  Thomas  Molland,  shall  have  power  to  sell 

out,  and  agani  buy  in,  my  monies  into  the  Bank  of  £ng^ 
land,  but  not  waste  or  diminish  the  same  that  first  come 
to  his  possession.  My  house  at  East  Lulworth  shall  be  let 
at  a  moderate  rent,  and  be  made  use  of  as  a  preaching 
house  so  long  as  my  interest  shall  last  in  it;  and,  in  case 
Thomas  Molland  die  without  issue,  then  shall  my  said 
house  devolve  to  the  aforesaid  J.  Strickland/* 

The  information  and  bill  were  filed  by  Foster,  who  suc- 
ceeded Banister  as  minister  of  the  congregation  at  Ware- 
ham,  and  by  a  member  of  the  congregation,  against  Mol^ 
land,  as  the  executor  of  the  testatrix;  and  it  prayed  that 
the  legacy  of  100/.  might  be  invested,  and  the  interest  paid 
to  Foster  and  his  successors. 

Molland,  by  his  answer,  admitted  assets  of  the  testatrix, 
but  alleged  that  Strickland  and  Furber,  the  chosen  execu- 
tors named  in  the  testatrix's  will,  had  received  the  legacy, 
and  that  those  individuals,  or  their  personal  representatives, 
were  the  persons  against  whom  the  relief  sought  by  the 
information  ought  to  have  been  prayed. 

The  effect  of  the  evidence  was,  that  the  doctrines  preach* 
ed  by  the  plaintifi^  Foster  were  the  same  as  those  preach* 
ed  by  Banister;  and,  that  the  congregation  was  a  con* 
gregation  of  dissenting  Christians,  who  held  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity. 

Mr.  Jervis  and  Mr.  Hayter,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  defendant. 

It  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  the  gift  was  too 
vague  to  be  carried  into  effect;  and,  if  not,  yet  that  the 
legacy  had  been  satisfied  by  the  payment  to  Strickland  and 
Furber;  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  what  was 
meant  by  the  term  orthodoxy,  which,  according  to  law 
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could  only  meant  he  established  religion ;  and  that  the  evi*         1832. 
dence  as  to  the  tenets  preached  by  Banister  and  his  sue-     ^^^  q^^ 
cessors.  was  contradictory*  **- 

MOLLANO. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  the 
intention  of  the  testatrix  is  manifest,  and  that  there  is  suffix 
cient  evidence  to  entitle  the  person  who  for  the  time  being 
shall  be  minister  of  the  congregation  mentioned  in  her  will, 
to  the  interest  of  the  100/.  The  testatrix  died  in  the  year 
1803,  and  it  was  manifestly  her  intention  that  the  minister 
for  the  time  being  of  that  congregation^  so  long  as  he  con-* 
tinued  to  teach  the  same  doctrines  which  were  taught  by  the 
existing  minister,  Mr.  Banister,  should  be  entitled  to  this 
income.  The  evidence  is  of  this  description.  There  is  a 
person  who  says  he,  after  the  year  1803|  and  during  the 
whole  of  the  life  of  Banister,  was  a  member  of  that  con- 
gregation; and  that,  during  the  whole  of  Banister's  life 
time,  while  this  individual  was  a  member  of  the  congrega- 
tion, Banister  continued  to  preach  the  same  doctrines; 
and  that  the  present  minister,  Foster^  continues  to  preach 
the  same  doctrines  that  Banister  preached  during  that 
period.  Still,  however,  it  is  necessary  to  identify  the  doc- 
trines preached  by  Banister  during  the  period  to  which 
this  witness  refers,  with  the  doctrines  that  were  preached 
by  the  same  individual  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix. 
Now,  that  defect  is  supplied  by  the  second  witness,  who 
swears  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  congregation  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix;  that  is,  previously  to  the  year 
1803^  which  was  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix;  that 
Banister  was  minister  at  that  time;  and,  that  Banister 
always  preached  the  same  doctrines;  that  Foster  now 
preaches  the  same  doctrines  as  Banister  preached ;  and 
that  the  congregation  is  a  congregation  of  calvanistic  in- 
dependents, or  orthodox  independents,  as  he  calls  them ; 
and  every  sect  considers  its  own  doctrines  as  orthodox  doc- 
trines.    It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  sufficient  to  shew 


1 
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1832.        deariy    what   the  inteofcion    of  the    testatrix  was;  and 
"     "  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  Foster  is  preach* 

Att.  Gem.  ,        « 

«.  ing  the  same  doctrines  that  Banuter  preached.     There 

being  no  contradictory  evidence  offered  in  opposition, 
I  think  there  is  sufficient  to  give  effect  to  the  will  of  the 
testatrix. 

The  next  question  is  with  respect  to  the  construction  of 
the  will*  In  the  wUI  she  appointed  an  executor,  MoUand, 
whom  she  sometimes  calls  executor  and  sometimes  calls 
her  chosen  executor ;  but  there  is  another  class  of  persons 
named  in  the  will  whom  she  calls  her  executors  in  trust, 
and  she  names  as  those  executors  in  trust  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Strickland  and  a  person  of  the  name  of  Furber, 
and  she  calls  them  her  appointed  executors  in  trust;  and 
she  speaks  of  the  successors  of  those  individuals  as  per- 
sons to  be  chosen  and  to  be  appointed  by  her  appointed 
executors.  .  So,  that  there  are  two  classes  of  persons,  an 
executor  whom  she  names,  and  whom  she  calls  her  chosen 
executor,  and  appointed  executors  in  trust,  and  the  suc- 
cessors of  such  appointed  executors  in  trust  to  be  appoint- 
ed by  her  appointed  executors  in  trust.  Then,  in  this  be- 
quest, she  directs  the  100/.  to  be  laid  out  by  her  executors 
in  trust  hereinafter  mentioned ;  that  is,  as  I  understand, 
Strickland  and  Furber;  and  she  directs  the  interest  of  the 
100/.  to  be  paid  by  her  executors,  in  the  plural,  evident- 
ly the  same  executors.  Afterwards,  for  the  purpose  of 
throwing  light  on  this,  when  you  come  to  the  bequest  to 
MoUand,  in  the  event  of  MoUand's  dying  without  issue, 
she  takes  on  herself  to  bequeath  over  the  property — to 
whom?  To  Bannister,  and  to  another  person  who  was 
minister  of  a  congregation  at  Wareham;  not  for  their 
own  benefit,  but  in  order  that  they  might  apply  the  inter- 
est of  that  money  for  the  promulgation  of  the  gospel.  But 
she  directs  the  interest  of  that  money  to  be  paid  over  to 
them  in  the  first  instance — by  whom  ?  By  her  executors 
in  trust,  and  their  successors ;  which  executors  in  trust  she 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  567 

names  immediately  after  that  bequest :  so  that  it  is  quite 
clear  that  her  intention,  as  far  as  you  can  say  any  thing  is 
clear  on  a  will  so  inartificially  constructed,  was  that  her 
executors  should  pay  over  the  money  in  the  first  instance 
to  the  executors  in  trust;  that  the  money  should  be  laid 
out  by  them  according  to  their  judgment  and  discretion; 
and  that  they  should  pay  over  the  dividends  from  time  to 
time  to  Banister  and  his  successors.  But  then  it  is  stated 
that  they  have  allowed  Strickland  and  Furber  to  retain 
this  100/.,  or  that  which  is  equivalent  to  it:  but  there  is 
no  proof  of  that  fact* 

Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the  defendant 
has  paid  or  allowed  out  of  the  testator*s  estate  to  Strick- 
land and  Furber,  or  either  of  them,  the  100/.  mentioned 
in  the  will  of  the  testatrix — with  liberty  to  Strickland  and 
Furber's  representatives,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  to  at- 
tend before  the  Master  on  the  inquiry. 


The  Attorney  General  v.  Maum. 

X  HE  answer  in  this  case  having  been  taken  off  the  file  a  solicitor  duly 
for  irregularity  (a),  the  relator's  costs  occasioned  by  that  *„ "ued i* "he 
irregularity  were  taxed  by  the  Master,  who  made  his  certi-  Court  of  c*a». 

^  J  J  '  ctry^  may  prac- 

ficate  of  that  taxation.  tise  as  a  solicitor. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  .ide  of  this 
that  it  might  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  review  his  ^^^^,^^^' 
taxation;  or  else,  that  the  defendant  might  be  at  liberty  M/uch solicitor, 

'  '  .  ^  .  without  being 

to  except  to  the  Master's  certificate  of  the  taxation.  admitted  and 

The  point  raised  by  the  present  application  was,  whe-  MUdtor  on  the 
ther  a  solicitor  admitted  and  inroUed  in  the  Court  of  '^"^oult*  **^ 

(41)  See  untct  page  376. 
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Chancery  could  practice  on  the  equity  side  of  this  Court 
without  being  admitted  and  inrolled  a  solicitor  of  ibis 
Court,  which  depended  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on 
the  statute  2  Geo.  2  (a). 


(^0  Cap.  23.  Ad  act  for  the 
better  regulation  of  attomies  and 
soiidtors.  The  following  sections 
of  the  act  were  referred  to  in  the 
course  of  the  arguroent. 

Section  1.  For  the  better  regu- 
lation of  attomics  and  solicitors 
practising  in  any  of  the  Courts  of 
law  or  equity  in  that  part  of 
Great  BrUain  called  England,  it 
is  enacted  "  that  no  person  shall 
be  permitted  to  act  as  an  attorney, 
or  to  sue  out  any  writ  or  process, 
or  to  commence,  carry  on,  or  de- 
fend any  action  or  actions,  or  any 
other  proceedings,  either  before 
or  after  judgment  obtained,  in  the 
name  or  names  of  any  person  or 
persons  in  his  Majesty's  Courts  of 
Kin^t  Bench,  Common  FUa$,  or  Ex-- 
chequer,  &c.,  or  in  any  other  Court 
of  record  in  that  part  of  Great 
Britain  called  England  wherein 
attomies  have  been  accustomably 
admitted  and  sworn,  unless  such 
person  shall  take  the  oath  herein- 
after directed  and  appointed  to  be 
taken  by  attomies,  and  shall  also 
be  admitted  and  inrolled  in  such 
of  the  said  Courts  where  he  shall 
act  as  an  attorney,  or  shall  be 
sworn,  admitted,  and  inrolled  in 
the  said  respective  Courts  after 
the  said  Ist  day  of  December, 
1730,  in  such  manner  as  is  herein- 
after directed." 

Section  2.  "  That  the  Judges 
of  tlic  said  Courts  respectively,  or 


any  one  or  more  of  them,  shall, 
and  they  are  hereby  authorized 
and  reqmred,  before  they  shall 
admit  such  person  to  take  the 
said  oath,  to  examine  and  inquire, 
by  such  ways  and  means  as  they 
shall  think  proper,  touching  his 
fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as  an 
attorney;  and  if  such  Judge  or 
Judges  respectively  shall  be  there- 
by satisfied  that  such  person  is 
duly  qualified  to  be  admitted  to 
act  as  an  attorney,  then  and  not 
otherwise  the  said  Judge  or  Judges 
of  the  said  Court  respectively 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  administer  to  such  person 
the  oath  hereinafter  directed  to  be 
taken  by  attomies,  and,  after  such 
oath  taken,  to  cause  him  to  be  ad- 
mitted an  attorney  of  such  Coart 
respectively,  and  his  name  to  be 
inrolled  as  an  attorney  of  such 
Court  respectively  without  any  fee 
or  reward  other  than  one  shilling 
for  administering  such  oath;  which 
admission  shall  l>e  written  on 
parchment,  in  the  English  tongue, 
in  a  common,  legible  hand,  and 
signed  by  such  Judge  or  Judges 
respectively,  whereon  the  lawful 
stamp  shall  be  first  impressed,  and 
shall  be  delivered  to  such  person 
so  admitted.*' 

Section  3.  "  That  no  person 
shall  be  permitted  to  act  as  a  so- 
licitor, or  to  sue  out  any  writ  or 
process,  or  to  commence,  carry 
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The  case  was  twice  argued,  first,  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  sitting  alone  in  equity,  and  afterwards  before  the 
whole  Court. 
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on,  solicit,  or  defend  any  suit  or 
any  proceedings  in  the  name  of 
any  other  person  in  any  Court  of 
equity,  either  in  his  Majesty*s 
High  Court  of  Chancery ^  Court 
of  equity  in  the  Exchequer  Chum- 
ber,  &c.,  or  in  any  other  inferior 
court  of  equity  in  that  part  of 
Great  Britain  called  England,  un- 
less such  person  shall  take  the 
oath  hereinafter  directed  and  ap- 
pointed to  be  taken  by  solicitors 
in  Courts  of  equity,  and  shall  al- 
so be  admitted  and  inroUed  on  or 
before  the  said  1  st  December^  1730, 
in  such  of  the  said  Courts  of  equity 
where  he  shall  act  as  a  solicitor,  or 
shall  be  sworn,  admitted,  and  in- 
rolled  after  the  said  1st  December j 
in  such  manner  as  is  hereinafter  di- 
rected." 

Section  4.  '*  That  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  or  two  of  the  Masters  of 
the  Court  of  Chanctry,  the  Barons 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ^  &c.,and 
the  Judges  of  the  scdd  other  Courts 
of  equity  for  the  time  being  respec- 
tively, or  any  one  or  more  of  them, 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  authoriz- 
ed  and  required,  before  he  or  they 
shall  admit  any  person  to  take  the 
said  oaih,  to  examine  and  inquire 
by  such  ways  and  means  as  he  or 
they  shall  think  proper  touching 
his  fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as  a 
solicitor  in  such  Courts  of  equity 
respectively;  and  if  the  said  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  or  two  Masters 
of  the  Chancery,  the  Barons  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  the  Chan- 


cellor of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster^ 
or  the  Judges  of  the  said  other 
Courts  of  equity  for  the  time  be- 
ing, or  any  one  or  more  of  them 
respectively,  shall  be  thereby  satis- 
fied that  such  person  is  duly  quali- 
fied to  be  admitted  to  act  as  a  soli- 
citor in  such  Court  of  equity,  then 
and  not  otherwise  the  said  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  two  Masters  of  the 
Chancery^  the  Barons  of  the  Court 
of  ijcAf^ttcr,  &c.,  and  the  Judges 
of  the  said  other  Courts  of  equity 
for  the  time  being  respectively,  or 
any  one  or  more  of  them,  shall, 
and  they  are  hereby  authorized  to 
administer  to  such  person  the  oath 
hereinafter  directed  to  be  taken 
by  solicitors;  and,  after  such  oath 
taken,  to  cause  him  to  be  admit- 
ted a  solicitor  in  such  Court  of 
equity,  and  his  name  to  be  inroU- 
ed as  a  solicitor  in  such  Court,, 
without  any  fee  or  reward,  other 
than  one  shilling  for  administer- 
ing such  oath;  which  admission 
shull  be  written  on  parchment,  in 
English,  and  in  a  common,  legible 
hand,  and  signed  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  two  Masters  of  the 
Chancery,  the  Barons  of  the  £x- 
chcquer,  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Duchy  of  Lancaster,  and  the 
Judges  of  the  said  other  Courts  of 
equity  respectively,  or  such  of 
them  who  shall  admit  such  person 
to  be  a  solicitor,  whereon  a  treble 
forty  shillings  stamp  shall  be  first 
impressed,  and  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  person  so  admitted." 
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Mr.  Boteler,  Mr.  Wakefield^  and  Mr.  Lynch,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion. — In  Meadowcrqfi  v.  Holbrooke  (a),  it 


Section  7.  "  That,  no  person  who 
shall  not,  before  the  said  Ist  De- 
cember, have  been  sworn,  admitt- 
ed, and  inroUedy  pursuant  to  the 
directions  of  this  act,  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  act  as  a  solicitor,  to  sue 
out  any  writ  or  process,  or  to  com- 
mence, carry  on,  solicit,  or  defend 
any  suit  or  proceedings  in  the 
name  or  names  of  any  other  per- 
son or  persons,  in  any  of  the 
Courts  of  equity  aforesud,  unless 
such  person  shall  have  been  bound 
by  contract  in  writing  to  serve  as 
a  clerk  for  and  during  the  space 
of  five  years  to  a  solicitor  duly 
and  legally  sworn  and  admitted, 
as  hereinbefore  is  directed,  in 
some  or  one  of  the  Courts  of 
equity  aforesaid,  and  for  and  dur-* 
ing  the  said  term  of  five  years 
shall  have  continued  in  such  ser- 
vice; and  also  unless  such  person, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said 
term  of  five  years,  shall  be  ex- 
amined, sworn,  admitted,  and  in- 
rolled  in  the  same  manner  as 
persons  who  shall  be  admitted  so- 
licitors in  the  Courts  of  equity 
afores^d  are  hereinbefore  re- 
quired to  be  examined,  sworn,  ad- 
mitted, and  inrolled." 

Section  8.  "  That  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  two  Masters  of  the 
Chancery,  the  Barons  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  &c.,  and  the 
Judges  of  the  said  other  Courts  of 
equity  for  the  time  being  respec- 
tively, or  any  one  or  more  of  them, 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  autho- 
rized and  required,  before  he  or 


they  shall  admit  such  person  to 
take  the  said  oath,  to  examine  and 
inquire,  by  such  ways  and  means 
as  he  or  they  shall  think  proper, 
touching  his  fitness  and  ci^»adty 
to  act  as  a  solicitor  in  Courts  of 
equity;  and  if  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  two  Masters  of  the  Ckan- 
eery,  the  Parous  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  &c.,  and  such  Judge  or 
Judges  of  the  said  other  Courts  of 
equity  for  the  time  being  respec- 
tively, shall  be  thereby  satisfied, 
that  such  person  is  duly  qualified 
to  be  admitted  to  act  as  a  solidtor 
in  such  Court  of  equity,  then,  and 
not  otherwise,  the  sadd  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  two  Masters  of  the 
Chancery,  the  Barons  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  &c.,  and  the  said 
Judges  of  the  said  other  Courts  of 
equity  for  the  time  being  respec- 
tively, or  any  one  or  more  of  them, 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  author- 
rized  to  administer  in  open  Court 
to  such  person  the  oath  herdn- 
after  directed  to  be  taken  by  soli- 
citors, and,  after  such  oath  taken* 
to  cause  him  to  be  admitted  a  so- 
licitor in  such  Court  of  equity, 
and  his  name  to  be  enrolled  as  a 
solicitor  in  such  Court,  without 
any  fee  or  reward,  other  than  one 
shilling  for  administering  such 
oath  I  which  admission  shall  be 
written  on  parchment  in  the  En- 
glish tongue,  and  in  a  common,  le- 
gible hand,  and  agned  by  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  two  Masters  of 
the  Chancery,  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer,  &c.,  and  the  judges  of 


(a)  1  H.  Blac.  50. 
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was  decided  by  Lord  Loughborough^  that  a  solicitor  in 
Chancery  might  practise  in  this  Court  without  being  ad« 
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the  said  other  Courts  of  equity  re- 
spective! y>  or  such  of  them  who 
shall  admit  such  person  to  be  a 
solicitor,  whereon  a  treble  forty 
shillings  stamp  shall  be  first  im- 
pressed, and  shall  be  delivered  to 
the  person  so  admitted. 

Section  10.  "  That  it  may  be 
lawful  for  any  person  who  shall 
be  sworn,  admitted,  and  inroUed 
to  be  an  attorney  in  any  of  the  said 
Courts  of  Kifig*t  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  Exchequer f  &c.,  or  who  shall 
be  sworn,  admitted,  and  inroUed  to 
be  a  solicitor  in  the  said  Court  of 
Chancery,  Court  of  equity  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  kc,  or  any  of 
them,  as  hereinbefore  is  directed, 
by  and  with  the  consent  and  permis- 
sion of  any  attorney  in  any  of  the 
said  other  Courts  of  record  at  West^ 
minster,  &c.,  such  consent  being  in 
writing,  signed  by  such  attorney, 
and  in  the  name  of  such  attorney 
to  sue  out  any  writ  or  process,  or 
to  commence,  carry  on,  prosecute, 
or  defend  any  action  or  actions, 
or  any  other  proceedings  in  such 
Court,  notwithstanding  such  per- 
son is  not  sworn  or  admitted  to  be 
an  attorney  of  such  Court:  any 
law  or  statute  to  the  contrary  not- 
withstanding." 

Section  11.  ''That  nothing  in 
this  act  contained  shall  extend 
either  to  require  or  authorize  any 
judge  or  judges  of  any  Court  of 
record  to  swear,  admit,  or  inroU 
any  more  or  greater  number  of 
persons  to  be  attoroies  of  such 
Court,  than  by  the  antient  usage 


and  custom  of  such  Court  hath 
been  heretofore  allowed." 

Section  18.  ''That  the  chief 
clerk  of  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench, 
or  his  deputy,  the  clerk  of  the  war- 
rants in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  or  his  deputy,  &c.,  and  such 
officers  of  the  said  inferior  Courts 
of  law  as  the  judge  or  judges  of 
the  saidinferior  Courts  respective- 
ly shall  for  that  purpose  appoint, 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  respec- 
tively required,  from  time  to  time, 
without  fee  or  reward,  to  inroU 
the  name  of  every  person  who 
shall  be  admitted  an  attorney  in 
the  said  respective  Courts  of  law, 
pursuant  to  the  directions  in  this 
act,  and  the  time  when  admitted, 
in  an  alphabetical  order,  in  rolls 
or  books  to  be  provided  and  kept 
for  that  purpose  in  said  several 
and  respective  offices;  and  also 
that  the  senior  clerk  of  the  petty 
bag  office  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, or  his  deputy,  the  king's 
remembrancer  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  or  his  deputy,  &c., 
and  such  officers  of  the  inferior 
Courts  of  equity  as  the  judge  or 
judges  of  such  inferior  Courts  re- 
spectively shall  for  that  purpose 
appoint,  shall,  and  they  are  hereby 
respectively  required,  from  time 
to  time,  without  fee  or  reward,  to 
inroU  the  name  of  every  person 
who  shall  be  admitted  a  solicitor 
in  the  stud  respective  Courts  of 
equity,  pursuant  to  the  directions 
in  this  act,  and  the  time  when  ad- 
mitted, in  an  alphabetical  order. 
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mitted  a  solicitor  of  this  Court:  but  that  case  was  distinct- 
ly over  ruled  by  the  subsequent  case  of  Vincent  v.  Holt  (a). 


in  rolls  or  books  to  be  kept  for 
that  purpose  ia  the  said  respec* 
ti?e  offices  in  the  ssud  Courts  of 
equity;  to  which  rolls  or  books 
in  the  sud  Courts  of  law  and 
equity  respectively  all  persons 
shall  and  may  have  free  access 
without  fee  or  reward." 

Section  20.  *'  That  any  person 
who  shall  be  sworn,  admitted  and 
inroUed  to  be  an  attorney  in  any 
of  the  said  Courts  of  King's  Bench, 
Common  Plecu,  Exchequer,  &c., 
as  hereinbefore  directed,  may  be 
sworn,  admitted,  and  inrolled  to 
be  a  solicitor  in  all  or  any  of 
the  Courts  of  equity  aforesaid,  with- 
out any  fee  for  the  oath,  or  any 
stamp  to  he  impressed  on  the 
parchment  whereon  such  admission 
shall  he  written,  if  the  Master  o 
the  Rolls,  two  Masters  of  the  ChaU' 
eery,  the  Barons  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  &c.,  and  the  judges  of 
the  said  other  Courts  of  equity  for 
the  time  being,  or  any  of  them  re- 
spectively, shall,  upon  examining 
such  attorney  touching  his  fitness 
and  capacity  to  act  as  a  solicitor  in 
Courts  of  equity,  be  satisfied  that 
such  attorney  is  duly  qualified  to 
be  so  admitted." 

Section  21.  Provided  also,  and 
it  is  hereby  further  enacted,  "  That, 
from  and  after  the  first  day  of  De- 
cember one  thousand  seven  hun- 
dred and  thirty,  any  person  who 
shall  be  sworn,  admitted,  and  in- 
rolled  to  be  a  solicitor  in  any  of  the 
said  Courts  of  Chancery^  Exche- 
quer, &c.,  as  hereinbefore  directed, 
shall  and  may  be  sworn»  admitted, 


and  inrolled  to  be  a  solicitor  in  all 
or  any  of  the  said  other  Courts  of 
equity,  or  in  any  inferior  Court  of 
equity,  without  any  fee  for  the 
oath,  or  any  stamps  to  be  impress- 
ed on  the  parchment  whereon  such 
admission  shall  be  written,  in  case 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  two  Mas- 
ters of  the  Chancery,  the  Barons  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  &c.yandthe 
judges  of  the  said  other  Courts  of 
equity  for  the  time  being,  or  any 
of  them  respectively,  shall,  upon 
examining  such  person  touching 
his  fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as  a 
solicitor  in  Courts  of  equity,  be  sa- 
tisfied that  such  person  is  duly 
qualified  to  be  so  admitted." 

SecUon  27.  ''That  nothing  in 
this  act  contained  shall  extend  or 
be  construed  to  extend  to  the  exa- 
mination, swearing,  admission,  or 
inrolment  of  the  attomies  or  clerks 
of  the  offices  of  the  king's  remem- 
brancer, treasurer's  remembran- 
cer, pipe,  or  office  of  Pleas,  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  at  Westmin- 
ster for  the  time  being;  but  that 
the  said  attomies  and  clerks  of  the 
said  respective  offices  shall  and 
may  be  approved,  sworn,  admitted 
and  practise  in  the  said  Court  <^ 
Exchequer,  or  may  practise  in  any 
other  of  the  Courts  of  record  beforo 
mentioned,  in  the  name  and  with 
the  consent  of  some  sworn  attor- 
ney of  such  Court,  such  consent  to 
be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  such 
attorney  as  aforesaid,  in  like  mat- 
ner  as  they  have  usually  done,  and 
might  have  done,  before  the  mak- 
ing of  this  act,  any  thing  herein 


(a)  4  Taunt.  452. 
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It  may  perhaps  be  contendecly  on  the  authority  of  Reader  1832. 
V.  Bloom  (a)y  that,  though  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  might 
object  to  pay  their  solicitor,  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not 
duly  admitted  and  inroUed,  it  is  not  competent  to  other 
persons  to  raise  that  objection;  the  contrary,  however, 
would  appear  to  have  been  decided  in  Prebble  v.  Bog- 
hurst  (&). 

In  the  year  in  which  the  act  passed,  460  persons,  and 
in  the  following  year,  1,360  persons,  were  admitted  solici- 
tors on  the  equity  side  of  the  Court.  The  Court  would 
not  have  allowed  those  persons  to  be  admitted  if  the  act 
had  not  operated  to  require  it. 

The  saving  contained  in  the  27th  section,  with  re- 
spect to  the  admission  and  inrolment  of  the  attornies 
or  clerks  of  the  offices  of  the  king's  remembrancer,  trea- 
surer's remembrancer,  and  pipe  or  office  of  Pleas,  must,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  business  of  the  king's  remembrancer's 
office,  have  had  reference  to  the  business  of  the  revenue, 
and  not  to  the  equity  business  of  this  Court.  In  Fow* 
ler's  Exchequer  Practice  (c),  it  is  stated,  that  the  solici- 
tors of  other  Courts  may  be  admitted  to  practise  in  this 
Court:  and  the  form  of  the  admission  is  given.  There 
is  not  only  nothing  to  shew  that  a  solicitor  of  the  other 
Courts  need  not  to  be  admitted;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
the  form  of  admission  shews  that  he  ought  to  be  ad- 
mitted ;  it  also  shews  what  has  been  the  contruction  put 
on  the  act  by  the  Court.  The  statute,  with  the  exception 
of  the  S4th  section,  is  remedial.       Until  the  passing  of 

contained  to  the  contrary  in  any  in  the  same  manner  as  heretofore 

wise  notwithstanding;  and  that  it  has  heen  done;  any  thing  herein- 

shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  per-  before  contained,  or  any  law  or 

son  who  shall  be  sworn,  admitted,  statute  to  the  contrary  notwith- 

and  inrolled  an  attorney  or  solicitor  standing." 

in  any  of  the  several  Courts  before  {a)  10  J.  B.  Moore,  261. 

mentioned,  according  to  the  diree-  (6)  2  Sim.  246. 

tion  of  this  act,  to  practise  and  so-  (e)  Vol.  2,  p.  386. 
licit  in  the  said  respective  offices, 

VOL.  I.  R  K 


Att.  Gen. 
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1832.        the  act,  no  roll  was  kept  for  inrolling  the  admission  of  so- 
licitors.    The  18th  section  enacts,  that  solicitors  shall  be 
V*  inrolled  in  their  proper  Courts,  and  directs  a  roll  to  be 

prepared  and  kept.  The  legislature  intended  that  no 
person  should  practise  who  had  not  been  admitted  and 
inrolled.  The  27th  section  does  not  correspond  with  the 
rest  of  the  statute,  difierent  language  being  employed,  the 
word  "  office*'  being  used  in  that  section  instead  of  the 
word  Court,  which  is  contained  in  the  rest  of  the  act.  The 
527th  section  ought  to  be  construed  as  having  reference 
to  the  official  business  transacted  in  the  office  of  the  king's 
remembrancer,  and  not  to  the  judicial  business  of  the 
Court.  There  is  a  manifest  distinction  throughout  the 
act,  between  the  plea  side  and  the  equity  side  of  the 
Court.  On  the  plea  side,  the  practice  is  limited  to  four 
attornies.  By  the  18th  section,  provision  is  made  for  the 
keeping  on  the  equity  side  a  roll  for  the  admission  of  soli- 
citors; but  no  such  provision  is  made  on  the  plea  side,  be- 
cause it  was  not  intended  that  any  more  than  four  attor- 
nies should  practise.  It  is  quite  clear,  from  the  reasons 
given  for  the  judgment,  that  Meadoiccrofl  v.  HoUn-ooke  is 
mis-reported. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Stephen^  Mr.  Oriffith  RichardM^  Mr.  Bus-- 
bf/i  and  Mr.  Mansel^  for  the  relators, — In  Prebble  ▼.  Bog^ 
bursty  the  master  declined  to  tax  the  costs,  and  the  ap- 
plication was  made  by  the  solicitor,  and  not  by  the  party 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs,  that  the  master  might  review  his 
certificate :  the  case  of  Reader  v.  Bloom  is  not  therefore  in 
any  manner  affected  by  the  decision  in  Prebble  v.  Bog^ 
hurst.  It  is  necessary  to  refer  not  only  to  the  act,  but 
to  the  practice  both  before  and  after  the  passing  of  that 
act.  On  both  sides  of  the  Court,  until  the  late  act  of 
parliament  (a)  opening  the  law  side  of  the  Court,  all  busi- 
ness, either  law  or  equity,  has  been  transacted  in  the  name 

(«)Stal.  nVIU.4,c.70. 
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of  the  sworn  attorney  on  the  law  side,  and  of  the  sworn  1832. 
clerk  on  the  equity  side;  and  those  clerks  have  been  the 
only  persons  of  whom  the  Court  took  notice  as  its  officers^ 
though  the  attornies  of  other  Courts  have,  through  the 
medium  of  the  four  sworn  attornies,  constantly  practised 
without  being  admitted,  or  without  a  roll  being  kept  for 
their  admission  to  be  entered.  In  taxing  costs,  the  costs 
have  been  considered  due  to  the  recognised  officer  of  the 
Court,  and  not  to  the  solicitor  by  whom  he  was  employed. 
The  act  only  operates  to  prevent  a  person  from  practis- 
ing as  a  solicitor  who  has  not  been  admitted  in  any  other 
Court.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  shew  any  part  of 
the  act  which  authorises  attornies  to  practise  on  the  plea 
side,  which  they  have  constantly  done  in  the  name  of  one  of 
the  four  sworn  attornies,  though  the  27th  section  is  equally 
applicable  to  the  equity  side.  The  average  number  of 
admissions,  since  1730,  does  not  exceed  forty  or  fifty  a 
year.  Without  considering  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
practitioners^  it  appears  that  100  years  ago,  1,300  solici- 
tors were  admitted,  and  now  only  forty.  The  necessary 
inference  is,  that  there  was  some  mistake  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  act  shortly  after  it  was  passed;  and  that  such 
mistake  was  subsequently  discovered.  It  does  not  appear 
what  proportion  of  the  forty  or  fifty  now  admitted^  are  so- 
licitors of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  The  practise  is  in  fa« 
your  of  the  relators,  as  is  also  the  only  direct  case  upon  the 
subject.  By  the  prohibitory  clauses  of  the  statute,  an  at- 
torney would  have  been  prevented  from  practising  on  the 
plea  side.  And  there  is  nothing  but  the  27th  section, 
which  authorises  attornies  of  the  other  Courts  to  employ 
an  attorney  on  the  plea  side;  and,  if  so,  the  same  rule 
applies  on  the  equity  side.  The  books  of  practice  state 
that  every  attorney  in  any  other  Court  of  record,  is  a  soli- 
citor in  this  Court,  without  any  special  admission  there- 
to (a). 

(fl)  Edmvnd's  Exch.  2. 
R  li2 
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18;i2  According  to  the  act,  a  person  admitted  in  either  the 

King's  Bench  or  the  Common  Pleas^  might  be  admitted  in 
the  other  of  those  two  Courts ;  but  the  monopoly  in  the  Ex^ 
chequer  made  it  reasonable  that  the  legislature  should  pro- 
vide a  remedy,  which  it  did  by  the  ^7th  section.  The  only 
business  that  requires  the  saving  clause,  must  be  business 
done  in  Court.  There  is  no  ground  for  limiting  it  to  the  re* 
venue  business :  the  clause  is  quite  genera).  It  has  been 
said  that  the  king*s  remembrancer*s  ofRce,  and  the  equity  side 
of  the  Exchequer  are  distinct  things,  but  the  constant  de- 
scription of  the  equity  side  of  the  Court  is,  the  office  of  the 
king*8  remembrancer;  and  persons  who  practise  in  the  equi- 
ty side  of  tiie  Court,  are  said  to  practise  in  the  office  of  the 
king's  remembrancer.  If  Vincent  v.  Holi  be  opposed  to 
Aleadowcrojt  v.  Holbrooke^  the  former  decision  is  correct. 
In  that  case  Lord  Loughborough  says:  **  The  words  of  the 
24th  section  are,  witliout  being  admitted  and  inroUed  as 
aforesaid :  at  the  first  blush  this  would  appear  to  mean  ad- 
mitted by  the  Court  in  question ;  but,  on  looking  at  the  act, 
there  would  appear  to  a  distinction  made  between  persons 
admitted  before  1730,  and  persons  admitted  afterward^.** 
It  is  plain  that  it  was  on  this  reasoning,  whether  right 
or  wrong,  that  Lord  Loughborough  proceeded;  and  it  is 
clear  that  his  reasoning  was  not  understood  in  Vincent  v. 
Holt.  The  practice  is  uniform  fur  solicitors  in  Chancery 
to  carry  on  practice  on  the  equity  side  of  this  Court  in  the 
name  of  a  clerk  in  Court.  The  object  of  the  27th  section 
was,  to  benefit  the  officers  named  in  that  section,  and  to 
enable  them  to  practise  in  other  Courts,  though  not  sworn 
and  admitted  in  the  other  Courts.  The  word  office  must 
be  considered  as  synonymous  with  the  word  Court;  a 
great  portion  of  the  business  of  the  pipe  office  is  done  in 
open  Court.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  king's  remem- 
brancer's office  should  be  held  to  apply  to  the  revenue; 
for,  before  the  late  act  (a),  all  references  in  causes  between 

(a)  Stat.  I  Will.  4,  c.  70. 
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subject  and  subjeefc  were  made  to  the  deputy  remem-  18d2. 
brancer.  There  are  no  distinct  clerks  in  the  king's  re- 
membrancer's office  with  respect  to  the  revenue.  If  the 
word  office  were  confined  to  a  particular  house  or  room^ 
the  word  "  practise  or  solicit/'  used  in  the  act,  could  have 
no  meaning. 

Mr.  Boteler  replied. 

Cur  culv,  vuli. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  June  6/A. 
of  the  Court: — ^The  question  argued  in  this  case  was, 
whether  a  solicitor  admitted  and  inrolled  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery f  has  or  has  not  a  right  to  practise  on  the  equity 
side  of  this  Court,  without  being  admitted  and  inrolled  as  a 
solicitor  on  the  equity  side  of  the  Court.  It  is  a  question 
of  great  importance  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  to 
parties  who  have  acted  as  solicitors  v  ithout  being  admit- 
ted. The  case  was  originally  argued  at  great  length  before 
me  at  Grays  Inn  Hall,  on  the  general  ground  of  the  sta- 
tute, and  the  decision  in  Vincent  v.  Holi.  My  attention  was 
afterwards  drawn  to  the  /^7th  section  of  the  act;  and  there 
appeared  to  me  to  be  so  much  doubt  in  the  case,  that  I 
thought  it  desirable  that  the  parties  should  have  the  opin- 
ion of  the  whole  Court.  And  it  has  now  been  argued  with 
great  learning  and  ability.  I  confess,  that,  looking  at  the 
act,  independently  of  the  i^7th  section,  I  should  entertain 
some  doubt  whether  Lord  Loughborough's  was  not  the 
correct  decision. 

The  clause  as  to  the  inrolment  of  solicitors  is  in  the  same 
language  as  the  clause  as  to  the  inrolment  of  attornies.  The 
lOth  section  provides,  in  terms,  that  an  attorney  admitted 
and  inrolled  in  one  Court,  may,  with  the  consent  in  writing 
of  an  attorney  admitted  and  inrolled  in  another  Court, 
practice  in  that  Court  in  the  name  of  such  attorney,  though 
he  has  not  himself  been  admitted  an  attorney  of  that 
Court.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  to  have  been  considered 
that  an  attorney  of  one  Court  was  not  prevented  from  prac* 
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la^.  tising  in  another  Court  with  the  consent  of  an  attorney  of 
that  Court.  If  that  be  so,  the  clauses  being  the  same,  it 
would  appear  not  to  be  necessary  that  there  should  be  any 
inrolment  of  a  solicitor  in  equity,  the  solicitor  practising  in 
the  name  of  a  clerk  in  Court. 

There  is  one  difficulty,  I  admit.  The  21st  section  was 
pointed  out  in  the  argument,  by  which  a  privilege  is  given 
to  an  attorney  admitted  and  inroUed  in  one  Court  of  equity, 
to  be  admitted  and  inrolled  in  another  without  payment  of 
fees.  Now,  it  seems  that  such  a  proviso  would  not  confer  any 
privilege  on  a  solicitor,  if  the  solicitor  could  practise  in  the 
name  of  the  clerk  in  Court  without  being  admitted; how- 
ever, the  proviso  appears  to  apply  to  other  Courts,  with  the 
constitution  of  which  1  am  unacquainted.  And  it  seems  un- 
necessary to  come  to  any  decision  on  the  general  clauses;  I 
only  mention  this  as  shewing  my  grounds  for  concurring  in 
the  first  decision  before  Lord  Loughborough.  There  are 
provisions  applying  peculiarly  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
The  11th  section  directs  that  no  more  attornies  than  have 
been  admitted  by  antient  custom,  shall  be  admitted.  At  the 
passing  of  the  act,  four  sworn  attornies  only  practised  on  the 
plea  side.  Since  that  act,  until  the  passing  of  the  late  act, 
four  sworn  attornies  only  have  been  admitted.  The  18th 
section  provides  that  each  Court  shall  have  a  roll  for  attor- 
nies and  solicitors;  but,  in  the  Court  o{  Exchequer,  sl roll 
is  directed  to  be  provided  for  solicitors  only,  and  not  for 
attornies.  This  brings  me  to  the  S7th  section,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  act  shall  not  extend  to  the  examination, 
swearing,  admission,  or  inrolment,  among  other  persons,  of 
the  attornies  or  clerks  of  the  office  of  the  king's  remem- 
brancer. Now,  what  are  the  clerks  in  the  office  of  the 
king's  remembrancer?  The  side  and  sworn  clerks,  by 
whom  all  the  equity  and  revenue  business  is  transact- 
ed. The  act,  therefore,  provides  that  nothing  therein 
contained  shall  affect  those  officers.  We  all  know  that 
those  officers  are  not  admitted  and  inrolled,  but  only  ad- 
mitted, as  before  the  act.     The  section  goes  on  to  provide 
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in  the  same  manner  for  the  clerks  of  the  office  of  pleas.         Idd2. 
Then  it  goes  on  to  provide^  "  that  it  shall  and  may  be  law-      ^^^  ^^^ 
fill,  from  and  after  the  1st  day  of  December,  1730,  for  any  v. 

person  who  shall  be  sworn,  admitted,  and  inrolled  an  at- 
torney or  solicitor  in  any  of  the  several  Courts  before- 
mentioned,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  act,  to  prac- 
tise and  solicit  in  the  said  offices  in  the  same  manner  as 
theretofore  had  been  done.**  In  what  offices?  In  the  office 
of  pleas  and  office  of  the  king's  remembrancer.  Now,  we 
know,  that,  in  the  name  of  the  four  attornies  of  the  office 
of  pleas,  attornies  of  the  other  Courts  have  constantly  prac- 
tised, up  to  the  passing  of  the  late  act  of  parliament.  But, 
how  have  they  practised  ?  Not  in  the  limited  way  suggest- 
ed; but,  from  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  up  to  final  judg- 
ment. This  is  the  construction  which  has  been  put  on 
practising  in  the  office  of  pleas.  What  is  the  other  office? 
The  office  of  the  king's  remembrancer,  in  which  is  trans- 
acted business  of  the  revenue,  and  business  in  equity.  So, 
likewise,  solicitors  practise  in  the  name  of  a  clerk  in  Court, 
but  not  in  the  office  only,  but  up  to  the  hearing.  I  think 
this  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  S7th  section ;  and  that, 
whatever  doubt  might  be  entertained  on  the  other  clauses 
of  the  act,  taken  by  themselves,  yet,  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  this  case  has  been  particularly  and 
specially  provided  for ;  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  a 
solicitor  to  be  admitted  and  inrolled  in  this  Court,  if  he 
be  a  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Chancery;  but  he  may,  in 
the  name  of  a  clerk  in  Court,  carry  on  an  equity  suit  from 
the  commencement  to  the  termination  of  it :  such  has  been 
the  practice  of  the  Court  ever  since  the  passing  of  the  act. 
What  the  Courts  therefore,  decides,  is  in  conformity  with 
the  usage  ever  since  the  statute  Geo.  ^. 

Motion  refused,  with  costs. 
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^uyr-^        1832. 


J  ^  '  Jth.  16M.     The  Imperial  Gas  Light  Company  v.  Clarke  and  Dixon. 
/^l^.Kn  annuity  wm   J.  HE  defendant  Clarke  had  acted  as  secretary  to  the 


granted  to  A,^ 


y         in  contideration  plaintifTsy  The  Imperial  Gas  Light  Company,     In  const- 
of  certain  Mr-     deration  of  his  services  as  such  secretary,  and  on  his  rc- 

vicet  performed  ■" 


<  w 


^^         by  him.    A.nM-  tiring  from  that  office,  the  plaintiffs,  by  a  deed,  granted  to 
*^  ^^     nui"y,  for avm-   him  an  annuity  of  400/.  for  his  hfe.     The  defendant  Clarke 

^«^^»^/asp.  Inable  consider 


auon  to*B*  t*iie  ^ft^fwards  assigned  this  annuity  for  a  valuable  considera- 


deedofasrign-    (iqq  to  the  defendant  Dixon,  and  subsequently  quitted 

ment  contam-  '  *     * 

iog  tiie  usual     England^ 

ney  to^ue  a^nd        After  Clarke  had  left  England,  the  annuity  having  be- 

^7  ^^u*^^^'  come  in  arrear,  the  defendant  Dixon  commenced  an  action 

and  which  pow-  ' 

er  was  declared  against  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  Clarke, 
hie.  J.  sbordy  on  the  deed,  for  the  recovery  of  those  arrears:  upon  which 
^^^^'^l^^r'  ^^^  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  against  Clarke  and  Dixon,  al- 
EngUmd,   B.     legins  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  induced  to  grant  the 

having  brought        ®     f  .       ,  ,  ,         i    m 

an  action  in  the  annuity  to  Clarke,  in  the  belief  that  he  had  rendered  them 

arreara  of  the^'^  important  services;  but  that,  since  the  execution  of  the 

annuity,  Uie  annuity  deed,  they  had  discovered  that  instead  of  render- 

their  bill  against  ing  them  Valuable  services,  he  had  been  guilty  of  great 

restrain  the  misconduct,  and  had  done  various  acts  to  the  prejudice  of 

hl^^itiSi^g**  ^^®  company.     The  bill  alleged,  that,  under  the  circum- 

that  the  annui-  stances  the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  tntitled  to  with- 

ty  had  been  ob- 

uined  through  hold  the  payment  of  the  annuity  from  the  defendant 
representationi^    Clarke;  and  it  charged  that  the  assignment  of  the  an- 

andthatit         nuitv  by  Clarke  to  Dixon,  was  merely  a  colourable  as- 
had  been  assign-    .  .  . 
ed  to  B.  colour-  signment,  without  any  valuable  consideration,   and  that 

out^considrra-'   Dixon  was  merely  a  trustee  for  Clarke. 

tion.    B.  by  his      f  |^g  plaintiffs  obtained  the  common  injunction  for  want 

answer  denied  ^  ** 

all  knowledge  of  of  an  answer. 

or  mbrepresen-       The  defendant  Dixon,  by  his  answer,  stated  himself  to 

tion,  and  claim- 
ed to  be  a  purchaser  for  a  full  consideration.  No  answer  being  put  in  by  A.,  who  continued  abroad, 
an  injunction  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  agantst  A,  and  B.  was  dissolved  as  to  B,,  who  proceeded 
to  trial  in  the  action  at  law  commenced  by  him  in  the  name  of  A.  (the  plaintifi  In  equity  ap- 
pearing on  such  trial),  and  recovered  a  verdict.  The  plaintifi  subsequently  moved  for  an  attach- 
ment against  the  solicitor  o(B,,  for  a  breach  of  the  injunction;  but  the  Court  refused  the  application. 
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be  a  purchaser  of  the  annuity  from  Clarke  for  a  valuable         1832. 
consideration ;  the  amount  of  which,  and  the  manner  in      .^     ^ 
which  it  was  paid,  and  the  particulars  relating  thereto,  he     Oss  Lronr 
stated  in  his  answer.      He  by  his  answer  also  denied  all  «.  ' 

knowledge  of  the  alleged  misconduct  of  Clarke.  ^/^^^""^         ,^ 

After  Dixon  had  filed  his  answer,  he  obtained  the  usual  ^^^  /j' / ^  / 
order  nUi  to  dissolve  the  injunction  obtained  by  the  plain-/^  -^Z'  z^^^^^- '  ^ ^ 
tiflTs. 


/ 


1830. 

Mr.  Jertis,  Mr.  Serjeant  Adams,  and  Mr.  Griffith  Rich-      ^•*-  2Ut 
ards  now  shewed  special  cause  against  the  injunction  be-^^^^*^ 
ing  dissolved.  >^  -^»^  ^^^  - 

The  special  cause  shewn,   was,   that  the  action  was  ^^  '^'^c^ 
brought  in  the  name  of  Clarke,  who  had  not  put  in  any    yy^^^-^^^^^- 
answer  to  the  bill.  ^  /^'      . 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Rol/e,  for  the  defendant  Dix-  //  ^ys^^'^  '^*^'^ 
on,  urged,  that,  though  the  action  was  necessarily  brought 
in  the  name  of  Clarke,  as  the  grantee  of  the  annuity,  yet 
that  the  action  was  substantially  the  action  of  Dixon,  who 
had  put  in  a  full  answer  to  the  bill. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Joseph  v.  Doubleday  (a), 
Kilby  v.  Stanton  (d),  Priddy  v.  Rose  (c),  and  Montague  v. 
Hill{d),  were  cited* 

The  injunction  was  dissolved  as  to  the  defendant  Dixon. 


1831. 
A  motion  was  this  day  made  to  dismiss  the  plaintiffs'  bill,     June  37M. 

as  against  the  defendant  Dixon,  for  want  of  prosecution. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Rolfe,  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion. 

(a)  I  Ves.  &  Bes.  497-  (c)  3  Meriv.  86. 

(6)  2  Younge  &  Jerr.  75.  {d)  4  Rum.  128. 
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1832. 

Imperial 

Gab  Light 

Company 

V. 

Clarke. 


Mr.  Jetrvis  and  Mr.  Griffith  Richards  shewed  for  spe- 
cial cause  against  the  dismissal  of  the  bill,  that  no  answer 
had  yet  been  put  in  by  the  defendant  Clarke. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Rolfe,  for  the  motion,  con- 
tended that  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Clarke^  if  filed, 
could  not  be  read  as  against  the  defendant  Dixon,  and 
that  therefore,  if  he  were  to  admit  the  whole  equity  of  the 
plaintiff's  bill,  it  could  not  be  used  against  Dixon — Alon- 
iague  ▼.  Hill  (a). 

The  special  cause  was  disallowed,  but  the  bill 
was  retained  on  the  plaintiffs  undertaking  to 
file  a  replication  forthwith. 


The  injunction  having  been  dissolved  against  Dixon,  he 
applied  to  the  Court  of  King*s  Bench,  to  have  the  cause 
put  in  the  paper  for  trial;  upon  which  the  solicitor  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  equity  applied  to  the  Judge  at  law,  to  stay  the 
trial  of  the  action,  but  the  Judge  declined  to  interfere. 
The  action  was  accordingly  tried,  the  plaintiffs  in  equity 
and  the  defendants  at  law  appearing  on  the  trial,  and 
contesting  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  at  law  to  recover.  A 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  at  law,  the  defendant  in 
equity. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
equity,  for  an  attachment  against  Mr.  Hurst,  the  solicitor 
of  the  defendant  Dixon,  for  a  breach  of  the  injunction,  by 
which  the  defendant  Clarke  was  restrained  from  proceed- 
ing at  law. 

In  support  of  the  motion,  it  was  contended,  that,  Clarke 
being  injoined  from  proceeding  at  law,  the  trial  of  the  ac- 
tion commenced  by  Dixon  in  the  name  of  Clarke,  was  a 
breach  of  that  injunction. 

(a)  4  RU88.  128. 
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For  the  defendant  Dixon,  it  was  argued,  that,  as  the  in- 
junction had  been  dissolved  as  to  him,  he  was  at  liberty  to 
proceed  in  the  action,  which,  the  subject  matter  being  a 
chose  in  action,  was  necessarily  commenced  in  the  name  of 
Clarke,  instead  of  in  the  name  of  Dixon,  It  was  also  in- 
fiisted  that  the  plaintiffs  had  waived  any  objection  to  the 
proceeding,  by  appearing  on  the  trial  of  the  action  at 
law. 


1832. 


Imperial 

Gab  Light 

Company 

p, 
Olarkb. 


Mr.  Jervis,  and  Mr.  Griffith  Richards,  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. 


Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Rolfe,  for  the  defendants. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B., — This  was  a  motion  for  an  at- 
tachment against  Mr.  Hurst,  for  a  breach  of  an  injunction 
granted  by  this  Court.  An  injunction  was  originally 
granted,  to  restrain  proceedings  by  Clarke  and  Dixon, 
on  an  annuity  deed,  executed  by  the  company  to  Clarke, 
and  assigned  by  him  to  Dixon*  An  answer  having  been 
put  in  by  Dixon,  the  injunction  as  to  him  was  dissolved. 
After  that,  Hurst  applied  to  have  the  cause  at  law  put  in 
the  paper,  which  was  communicated  to  the  solicitors  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  equity — the  plaintiffs*  solicitors  did  not 
apply  to  this  Court,  but  to  Lord  Tenterden,  who  said  he 
would  not  interfere,  but  that  they  must  apply  to  this 
Court  They  did  not  so  apply,  but  they  new  modelled 
the  record,  and  appeared  on  the  trial.  The  cause  was 
not  in  any  respect  tried  as  an  undefended  cause;  and,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  I  think  an  attachment  ought  not 
to  go. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated,  in  detail,  the  assignment  of 
the  bond,  and  the  power  of  attorney  contained  in  the  as- 
signment, to  recover  the  money  due  on  the  bond,  which 
was  declared  to  be  irrevocable,  and  the  covenants,  including 
the  covenant  not  to  revoke.] 


1832. 
¥th.  16M. 
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1832. 

iMrBRIAL 

Gab  Lioht 

COMPAVT 

Clarkk* 


Clarke  not  only  gave  Dixon  a  power  to  sue  in  his  name, 
but  that  power  is  expressly  made  irrevocable.  Clarke  could 
never  have  intended  that  it  should  be  revocable;  Dixcm 
had  a  right  to  proceed  at  law  in  the  name  of  Clarke. 

Under  these  circumstances,  this  bill  was  filed,  and  an  in- 
junction was  obtained  against  Clarke^  for  want  of  an  an- 
swer; a  like  injunction  was  obtained  against  Dixon.  The 
injunction  against  Dixon  was  afterwards  dissolved  on  the 
merits.  At  the  time  when  cause  was  shewn  against  dis- 
solving the  injunction,  the  merits  were  very  fully  discuss- 
ed, and  the  answer  was  considered  full  and  sufficient  On 
that  occasion  the  injunction  was  dissolved*  And  why, 
under  these  circumstances,  should  Dixon  not  be  allowed 
to  proceed?  Hurst  was  not  employed  by  Clarke,  but 
by  Dixon ^  having  no  concern  with  Clarke.  Under 
these  circumstances,  I  see  no  reason  why  Dixon  should 
not  be  allowed  to  proceed  in  a  cause  instituted  by  him  in 
fact,  though  in  point  of  form  in  the  name  of  Clarke.  If 
Dixon  were  to  be  restrained,  he  might  be  restrained  for  ever. 
One  ground  taken  has  been,  that  darkens  answer  might 
be  material  evidence  against  Dixon.  That  might  be  evi- 
dence in  the  action,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  action  be- 
ing necessarily  brought  in  the  name  of  Clarke;  but  it 
could  not  be  used  in  this  suit  as  against  Dixon,  according 
to  the  rules  of  justice,  and  the  settled  practice  of  this 
Court. 

I  think  therefore  on  this  ground,  that,  if  the  application 
had  been  made  in  the  first  instance,  the  Court  would 
not  have  interposed  to  prevent  Dixon  from  trying  the 
cause.  Another  reason  is,  that  the  very  ground  on  which 
it  is  insisted  that  he  should  be  so  injoined,  fails  in  this 
stage  of  the  cause.  The  answer  could  not  now  be  made 
use  of  in  the  action  at  law. 

Motion  refused. 
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The  Rev.  John  Austin  Clerk,  Plaintiff,  1831. 

,  April  27. 

1832. 

William  Allen,  Samuel  Andrew,  John  La-      June  ll. 
KER  Napper,  John  Drinkald,  and  Joshua 
Drinkald,  Defendants. 

JSiLL  by  the  rector  of  Pulborough^  in  the  county  of  Sua-  Tares  and  other 
seXf  and  as  such  intitled  to  all  tithes,  great  and  small,  ^t  greeiTjind*' 
against  occupiers  of  lands  in  the  parish  and  rectory,  for  given  <ohuaban- 

...  V  dry  nonet  used 

an  account  and  satisfaction  of  tithes  from  Michaelmas^  inthecuitiva- 

I QQQ  tion  of  the  farm, 

^<^^^'  '  arenotUable 

The  bill,  among  other  claims,  to  which  it  is  unneces-  Jj  Sj^^*?*"' 
sary  to  refer,  claimed,  as  against  the  defendants  ^/lefretr,  there  it  no 
Napper,  and  the  Drinkalds,  the  tithes  of  vetches,  tares,  clo-  tenance  of  any 
ver,  and  other  artificial  grasses,  cut  or  mown  when  green,  uon  for^^* 
which  they  alleged   had  been   wholly  consumed  by  the  ^^^•^  on  the 
horses  employed  by  them  in  and  about  the  cultivation  whether  there 
and  husbandry  of  their  said  lands;  but  the  bill  charged,  I^iffidenTtus-^^ 
that  such  vetches,  tares,  clover,  and  artificial  grasses,  so  *«"•"««»  »  • 

'  &  »         question  of  fact, 

cut  green,  were  not  wholly  consumed  by  such  husbandry  >nd  the  subject 
horses,  or  were  unnecessarily  consumed  by  them;  fur  that  fore"the Master. 
the  defendants,  at  and  during  the  times  when  they  al-  taJ,^*ciovcr  ^^ 
leged  that  they  fed  their  husbandry  horses  with  the  arti-  ^nd  other  anifi- 
cles  cut  green  as  aforesaid,  had  upon  their  farms  sufficient  green,  and 'con- 
food  for  their  husbandry  horses  exclusive  of  such  articles;  bandry^horseV, 
and,  particularly,  that  they  had  large  quantities  of  hay,  *«^n  the  nature 
which  had  grown  upon  their  farms,  and  other  fodder,  the  tithe;  and  is  not 
produce  of  their  farms;  and  they  had  also  upon  their  farms  foUo^og  all  the 
pasturage  sufficient  for  such  husbandry  horses,  and  they  ^^""mcnt'dh* *^ 
might  have  fed  their  husbandry  horses  upon  or  by  means      Where  a  farm 

was  situate  in 
two  parishes, 
and  tares  and  other  artificial  grasses  were  cut  green  in  one  parish,  and  carried  to  the  farm  bidld- 
Ings,  which  were  situate  in  the  other  parish,  and  there  given  to  husbandry  horses  used  in  the  cul- 
tivation of  the  whole  farm ;  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the  proportion  of  the 
produce  of  the  lands  consumed  by  the  horses,  was  in  proportion  to  the  labour  of  the  horsca  em- 
ployed in  each  parish. 
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of  such  hay  and  other  fodder,  or  of  such  pasturage,  and 
without  consuming  the  articles  so  cut  green  as  aforesaid 
for  that  purpose. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  admitted  that  the  de- 
fendants AndreWf  Napper,  and  the  Drinkalds,  had  cut  and 
mown  upon  their  farms  the  several  quantities  of  tares  and 
other  artificial  grasses  mentioned  in  the  answer,  and  which 
had  been  cut  green,  and  consumed  by  husbandry  horses 
and  cattle  used  for  the  cultivation  of  their  farms,  for  which 
they  had  not  otherwise  sufficient  fodder;  the  only  other 
fodder  being  old  hay,  which  was  so  bad,  from  the  wet- 
ness of  the  season  when  it  was  grown,  that  the  horses 
would  not  eat  it.  The  defendants  insisted  that  no  tithes 
were  payable  in  respect  of  the  tares  and  other  artificial 
grasses  so  cut  green  and  given  to  their  husbandry  horses  and 
cattle.  And  they  stated  that  the  tares  and  other  artificial 
grasses  which  they  had  cut  green  were  wholly  consumed 
by  the  husbandry  horses  and  cattle,  and  during  a  time 
when  they  had  not  upon  their  farms  other  sufficient  food, 
though  they  admitted  that  they  had  grown  hay  upon 
their  farms,  but  which,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  was  not 
sufficient  fodder,  and  they  had  no  other  fodder,  and  in 
particular  no  pasturage,  except  such  as  was  required  for 
the  sustenance  of  their  other  stock  and  cattle,  and  which 
yielded  tithe  to  the  plaintiff;  and  they  stated  that  no  part 
of  the  hay  on  their  farms  during  the  time  the  horses  were 
fed  with  green  fodder  was  sold  or  disposed  of. 

The  defendant  Napper  stated  that  he  occupied  some 
lands  in  the  adjoining  parish  of  BiUinghwr$t;  his  farm 
called  Lordings  being  partly  in  that  paridi  and  partly  in 
the  parish  of  BUUnghurstf  the  part  thereof  in  the  latter 
parish  containing  one  hundred  and  fifly  acres,  besides 
woodland,  and  the  part  thereof  in  Pulborough  containing 
seventy  acres ;  that^  the  fann-house,  stable,  and  build- 
ings belonging  to  the  farm,  were  in  the  parish  of  BilUmg^ 
hurstf  where  the  husbandry  horses  belonging  to  and  used 
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for  the  cultivation  of  the  farm  were  kept;  that  he  had  1832. 
cut  the  quantity  of  artificial  grasses  mentioned  in  the  an- 
swer, on  that  part  of  the  farm  which  was  in  the  parish  of 
Pulboroiighf  which  were  cut  green  for  his  husbandry  horses 
used  in  the  cultivation  of  the  farm,  and  that  the  farm 
buildings  being  in  the  parish  of  Billinghurstf  the  said  last- 
mentioned  artificial  grasses  were  taken  to  the  stables  be- 
longing to  the  farm  situate  in  the  parish  of  Billinghurst, 
and  there  given  to  the  horses;  but  which  horses  were  em-> 
ployed  in  cultivating,  and  for  the  use  of,  the  whole  farm 
called  LordingSf  as  well  the  part  in  the  parish  of  Put- 
borough,  as  that  part  thereof  in  the  parish  of  BillinghuraL 

Evidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  his  servant  or  tithing  man 
proved^  that,  at  the  time  when  the  defendants  cut  and 
mowed  the  tares  and  other  artificial  grasses,  they  had 
each  of  them  several  acres  of  pasture  and  meadow  land, 
upon  which  they  fed  other  cattle;  and  that  each  of  them 
had  several  tons  of  hay,  upon  which  their  husbandry 
horses  might  have  been  fed. 

The  defendants  proved,  by  their  servants  and  others, 
that  the  whole  of  the  tares  and  other  artificial  grasses 
cut  green,  were  consumed  by  their  husbandry  horses  kept 
for  the  cultivation  of  their  farms,  and  that  they  had  not 
other  sufficient  fodder;  that  the  other  fodder  consisted 
of  hay,  which  was  offered  to  the  horses,  but  which  they 
refused  to  eat,  in  consequence  of  its  being  spoiled  by  raini 
or  being  musty,  or  mow  burnt;  and  that  part  of  such  hay 
was  made  into  manure.  The  defendants  also  proved,  that 
it  was  the  practice  with  farmers  in  the  parish  and  the  vi- 
cinity thereof,  to  feed  their  horses  in  the  spring  and  sum- 
mer upon  tares  and  artificial  grasses  cut  green.  And 
the  witnesses  deposed,  that,  in  their  judgment,  the  hus- 
bandry horses  would  not  be  enabled  to  go  through  their 
necessary  fanning  work  without  such  food. 
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1832.  With  respect  to  the  tares  and  artificial  grasses  cut 

Austin       gr^^n  on  the  defendant  Nappers  iann  called  LanUngs, 
9*  the  plaintiffproTed  that  the  tares  and  artificial  grasses  cut 

green  on  that  part  of  Lordings  which  was  in  the  parish  of 
Pulboroughf  were  carried  to  Lordings  Houses  which  was  in 
the  parish  oi  BiUinghursL  The  defendant  Napper  prov* 
ed  that  the  tares  and  artificial  grasses  cut  green  on  his 
farm  called  LorcUngs,  were  taken  to  the  stables  belonging 
to  the  said  farm,  in  the  parish  of  Billinghursif  and  there 
given  to  the  husbandry  horses  employed  in  the  cultivation 
and  for  the  use  of  his  said  farm ;  and  that  such  horses 
were  employed  for  the  whole  of  the  farm«  as  well  that  part 
in  Pulboroughs  as  that  which  was  in  Billinghurst;  that 
the  artificial  grasses  grown  for  the  food  of  the  husbandry 
horses  in  cultivating  and  for  the  use  of  the  said  farm,  were 
grown  partly  in  one  parish  and  partly  in  the  other;  that 
the  quantity  of  artificial  grasses  cut  in  Pulborough,  and 
given  to  the  horses  was  in  fair  proportion  to  the  quantity 
of  the  farm  and  lands  lying  in  each  of  the  parishes. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Jacobs  for  the  plaintiff. — Ad- 
mitting for  the  sake  of  argument^  that  tares  and  artificial 
grasses  cut  green  and  given  to  husbandry  horses,  are 
exempt  from  tithes  where  there  is  no  other  sufficient  sus- 
tenance; still  the  onus  is  on  the  defendants  to  prove  that 
they  had  no  other  sustenance  on  their  farms — Mantell  ▼. 
Paine  {a\  Stevens  y.  Aldridga  (b),  Dorman  v.  Seers  {o)^ 
Lewis  y^  Young  {d)*  The  evidence,  however,  shews  that 
there  was  other  sustenance:  the  plaintiff  has  proved  that  the 
defendants  had  sufficient  hay  and  pasturage.  The  defend* 
ants  admit  that  they  had  sufficient  hay,  but  that  the  horses 


(a)  3  Eagle  ^YouDge,  l;380.  Price  3:38;  Dao.  194. 
(6)  3  Eagle  &  Younge,  879;  5         (d)   3  Eagle  &  Yuunge,  U35: 

Price, 334.  M'Clcl.  1 13;  13  Price  394. 
(c)   3  Eagle  &  Younge,  937  ^  6 
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rpjected  it,  which  horses  will  at  all  times  do  if  offered  green        1632. 
food.     According  to  Dorman  v.  Sears^  not  only  hay  but 
corn  would  be  sustenance. 

Supposing  green  fodder  given  to  husbandry  horses  used 
in  the  parish  to  be  exempt  from  tithes,  there  can  be  no  pre- 
tence for  exempting  it  when  cut  and  carried  into  another 
parish^  as  is  the  case  with  respect  to  the  farm  called  Lord- 
ings,  occupied  by  the  defendant  Napper.  No  oase  can 
be  cited  in  favour  of  such  an  exemption ;  and  it  is  mani- 
fest that  such  an  exemption  would  be  liable  to  great 
fraud.  The  principle  of  the  exemption,  with  respect  to 
horses  used  in  the  parish,  is  the  same  as  with  respect  to 
agistment;  the  parson  has  uberiores  decimts:  but,  if  the 
horses  be  used  for  the  cultivation  of  lands  in  another  parishi 
tithe  of  agistment  must,  of  necessity,  be  payable  for  them. 
The  law  upon  this  subject  is  established  by  the  case  of 
ScoteM  V.  Lowiher  (a). 

Mr.  Jerms  and  Mr.  Boteler,  for  the  defendants. — In 
Dorman  v.  Sears,  the  Court  referred  to  Crawley  v.  Wells  (6), 
in  which  it  is  stated,  "  If  a  man  cut  down  grass,  and,  before 
he  has  made  it  into  hay,  and  whilst  in  the  swathe,  he  car- 
ries it  and  gives  it  to  his  plough  cattle,  for  their  necessa- 
ry sustenance,  not  having  sufficient  for  their  sustenance 
otherwise,**  no  tithe  shall  be  paid  of  it.  Watson,  in  his 
Clergyman^s  Law  (c),  in  translating  the  passage  from 
Rollers  Abridgment,  renders  it,  **  not  having  grass  suffi-* 
cient  to  maintain  them  otherwise."  Lord  Chief  Baron 
Richards,  in  Dorman  v.  Sears,  considered  that  sustenance 
referred  to  sustenance  generally,  and  not  to  sufficient  grass 
only,  as  supposed  by  Watson.  The  language  used  in  Rolle 
18  however  doubtful;  and  Perry  v.  Soam  {d),  also  referred 
to  in  Dorman  v.  Sears,  would  seem  to  favour   Watsons 

(a)   lEagle&Younge,  621;  I  (c)  Page  552. 

Lord  Raym.  129.  {d)    I  £agle  &  Younge;96;  2 

{b)   1  RoUe's  Ab.  645,  pi.  7.  Leon.  27;  Cro.  Eliz.  139. 
See  1  Eagle  &  Younge,  382. 

VOL.  I.  £  s 
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iB32.  ^  ebnstlruction.  In  Hayes  v.  Dowse,  according  to  the  ex<* 
tract  firom  the  record  in  the  note  %b  6  Piriee^  861 1  the  de* 
fendants  did  not  allege  any  insufBciency,  either  of  grass  or 
other  fodder:  the  witnesBes  for  the  rector  proved  that 
the  defendants  had  sufficient  grass  without  resorting  to 
the  green  clover ;  some  of  the  defendants*  witnesses  state«l 
that  they  did  not  know  whether  they  had  sufficient  grasst 
Other  witnesses,  that  they  believed  they  had:  and  some  of 
the  witnesses,  that  the  defendants  had  sufficient  grass; 
but  the  examination  was  confined  entirely  to  whether  they 
had  sufficient  grass,  without  any  reference  to  other  sns* 
tenance.  And  in  that  case  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
In  Maniell  v.  Puineia),  the  Court  directed  an  inquiry 
whether  the  defendant  had  any  othet  fodder.  In  Der* 
man  v.  Sears,  as  it  is  reported  by  both  Price  and  HaimeU 
there  was  a  general  decree  for  an  account,  as  against  aB  die 
defendants ;  but,  in  point  of  fact,  the  biD  Xiras  disaussed 
with  costs  as  against  the  defendant  Sparkes,  the  reason 
for  which  seems  to  have  been,  that  the  other  delendanta 
had  sold  off*  hay  and  fodder,  the  produce  of  their  iarmfl^ 
In  toorman  v*  Sears,  the  Chief  Baron  is  reported  to  have 
said, ''  suppose  a  farmer  has  close  A.  and  close  B.,  if  he  be* 
gin  upon  close  A.,  and  cot  enough  for  the  feed  of  the  day, 
there  is  still  grass  enough  in  dose  A.  for  the  beasts  which 
were  fed  from  close  B. ;  and  if  there  is  sufficient  sustenance 
for  them  so  far  you  must  pay  tithe  for  hay.  If  you  go 
on  to  the  second,  when  the  quantity  has  lessened  in  dose 
A.,  while  close  B.  remains  the  same,  and  has  the  rest  of  the 
titheable  commodity  remaining,  it  would  amount  to  the  same 
thing.**  No  difficulty  however  arises ;  the  only  question'h, 
'whether  there  is  sufficient  pasturage  for  all  the  stock.  The 
same  circumstance  occurred  in  Dorman  v.  Sears  as  in  the 
present  case.  The  defendant  Sparkes  had  other  stock,  and 
he  could  not  have  turned  his  horses  into  the  pasturage, 
without  diminishing  his  other  stock ;  and  from  the  judg- 
ment, on  exceptions  taken  to  the  Master's  report,  the  Court 

(a)  3  Eagle  k  Younge;  1380. 
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w^vlA  ^ppeur  t9  bave  r^Uod  on  this  as  a  strong  ppmt,        1332. 
tbwgjli  th^  priA^d  reporU  do  not  notice  U.    Tbd  titbiQ 
OWQ^  «UM9toins  np  lose^  as  b^  derives  tithes  from  the  othet; 
atock« 

Witb  rfuBpept  to  Napper'^  fs,rpi,  the  i^ee^  food  was 
giireii  to  liof^^9  i^fied  in  the  cuUixration  of  tl|^  £^r|^  in  bptb 
parishes;  and  idl  that  is  necessary^  ]b,  to  ajsqertain  lliat  the 
greep  food  was  given  to  the  hordes  b  proportipp  to  their 
kbour  in  mek  p^ri^^ 


l^.  SmpUns^Hf  m  reply* — It  is  clear  from  the  obaerxa- 
tipn  of  the  Co«rt  in  Lewis  t.  Young,  that  Chief  Baro^ 
AleiBtmder  did  aot  considier  the  exemption  to  exist 

Jn  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cite^t  no  refe;rence  if 
PMde  to  the  quantity  of  stock  kept  by  the  occupier  of  the 
jGurm*  There  ia  no  allusion  in  Darman  v.  JSleQfrt  to  the 
fl|Qck#  The  i4€KU[^9  m^st  have  passed  by  ^nrangement 
I^WMn  the  pi^rties,  for^  at  the  end  of  the  d^cree,»it  ii.sta^ 
ted  that  thf  mu^  shall  stand  over  for  the  counsel  for  the 
plain tiflft  to.^qnsider  what  decree  they  will  pray  .a^  to  tl^ 
jpreen  (bod*  The  qu^tio^  on  the  exceptions  was  only, 
irlielber  the  horses  had  been  fed  in  proper  proportions 
t)etw«m  the  4wo  parishes;  and  therefor^  ihe  chief  point 
oeidd  not  have  boon  decided  pn  tho^  e^ceptiops. 

The  other  questions  in  this  cause  bjeing  dispo^c^  of^  the 
C«nrt  took  time  to  consider  of  thepe  two  poicit^, 

Loid  LYNDmjRST*  C«  B. — Two  points  were  sreserved  JimtWtk. 
for  consideration  in  this  case.  One  of  those  points  w^is, 
whether  the  roctor  waa  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  ti^^s, 
cIowr«  and  other  artificial  grasses  cut  green  and  given  tp 
cattle  used  for  husbandry  purposes.  The  general  ques- 
tion was  decided  in  Domyan  v.  Sears,  by  Qh^^f  $V9Q 
Bfchards.  He  decided  in  that  cascj .  that  tares,  clover, 
and  other  artificial  gra^sesj  cut  green  and  given  to  hus* 
bandry  horses  used  in  the  cultivation  of  the  farnii  were 
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1832.  not  liable  to  pay  tithesi  where  there  was  no  sustenance  erf* 
any  other  description  on  tlie  farm.  That  ca§e  was  decid- 
ed after  great  consideration,  and  after  an  examination  of 
all  the  preceding  cases,  beginning  wiith  Crawley  v.  Wells. 
I  should  not  feel  myself  authorized,  after  that  case,  to  give 
an  opinion  contrary  to  it^  unless  it  had  been  broken  in  up- 
on by  some  subsequent  deoision* 

It  has  been  said  in  the  argunient  in  this  case,  that  the 
decision  in  Lewis  v.  Young  is  at  variance  in  principle  with 
Darman  v.  Sears*    In  Lewis  v.  Youtigf  Chief  Baron  Alex- 
ander  decided  that  the  tithes  of  tareS|  clover,  and  other 
artificial  grasses,  cut  green,  were  small  tithes,  and  belong- 
ed to  the  vicar*     He  considered  them  in  the  nature  of 
agistment*    He  supported  that  on.  a  tfictovi,  or  supposed 
dictum,  of  Chief  Baron  Richards,  in  Darman  v*  Sears* 
Lewis  V.  Young  was  deci4ed  after,  great  consideration;  but 
Sir  W.  Alexander  had  no  intention  to  break  in  on  the  de- 
cision in  Dorman  v*  Sears.     On  the  contrary^  he  referred 
to  it  with  approbation,  and  quoted  as  part  of  the  ground 
of  his  decision  the  doctrine  in  Dorman  v.  Sears*    It  is 
quite  clear  that  he  never  meant  to  break  in  on  the  decision 
in  Dorman  v.  Sears.    He  did  not  consider  that  the  tithes 
were  agistment  tithe,  following  all  the  circumstances  of 
agistment  tithe ;  but  only  that  they  were  in  die  nature  of 
agistment  tithe.     Considering  that  that  learned  Judge  did 
not  intend  to  break  in  on  Dorman  v.  Sears,  and  remember- 
ing the  learned  Judge  by  whom  Dorman  v«  Sears  was  de- 
cided, it  would  be  to  much  for  me  to  decide  such  a  custom 
against  Dorman  v.  Sears.    I  must  take  that  case  as  the 
ground  of  my  decision. 

If  so,  it  becomes  a  mere  question  of  fact,  whether  the 
defendant  had  sufficient  sustenance  on  his  fisirm,  including 
dry  fodder,  for  the  maintenance^,  of  his  husbandry  horses, 
without  having  recourse  to  grecip  food*  Vpon  this  the 
evidence  is  not  satisfactory :  and  it  mifst,  therefore,  be  re- 
ferred to  the  Master  to  inquire  wl^etbi^r  or  not  there  was 
sufficient  sustenance  independently  of  arl^ifipial  grasses  for 
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the  milintenance  of  the  horseB  used  on  the  farm  for  agri'        lBd2. 
cultural  purposes,  with  liberty  to  state  special  circum- 
stances. 

In  the  course  of  the  argumenti  Lewis  v.  AUnuii  was  re- 
ferred to,  and  it  was  supposed  to  have  broken  in  on  the 
authority  of  Lewis  ?•  Young.  I  presided  in  the  House  of 
Lords  at  the  time  that  case  was  decided,  and  I  have  re- 
freshed my  memory  with  respect  to  it*  It  never  was  the 
intention  of  the  House  of  Lords  to  break  in  on  Lewis  v. 
Young,  llie  case  was  decided  on  the  special  circum- 
stances and  the  evidence.  The  defendant,  by  two  written 
documents,  had  admitted  the  title  of  the  rector,  and  there 
was  tio  evidence  in  f^vor  of  the  vicar.  It  was  upon  those 
grounds  that  the  Hotise  of  Lords  reversed  the  judgment 
of  the  Vice  Chaticellon 

'  In  this  case,  a  further  question  arose  with  respect  to 
Napper,  one  of  the  dcffehdanls:— -The  defendant  Niapper's 
farm  extendedinto  two  parishes,  Pulborough  and  Billings 
hurst/  but  all  tlie  farm  buildings  were  in  the  latter  parish. 
The  green  food  cut  for  the  horses  was  removed  out  of 
the  parish  of  Pulborough  into  the  parish  of  BiUinghurst. 
The  food  was  cknried  to  the  stables  in  which  the  horses 
were  kept,  which  were  used  partly  on  the  farm  in  JFW- 
boroughy  and  partly  in  BillinghurSL  The  question  was 
whether  such  green  food  was  liable  to  the  payment  of  tithes. 
The  occupation  being  of  one  entire  farm,  and  the  horses 
supplied  with  the  green  food  being  kept  on  both,  the  ques- 
tion will  be,  whether  the  proportion  of  green  food  con- 
sumed by  the  horses  was  equal  to  the  proportion  of  labor 
done  by  them  on  the  farm.  This  is  properly  the  subject 
of  an  inquiry;  a  sintilat*  inquiry  took  place  in  Dorman  v. 
Sears.  The  Master  should  inquire  whether  the  horses 
used  on  the  farm  situate  in  Pulborough  and  Billinghurst 
were  supported  by  the  pr6duce  of  the  lands  in  Pulborough; 
and,  if  so,  whether  the  proportion  of  the  produce  of  those 
lands  consumed  by  the  horses  was  equal  to  the  labor  of  the 
horses  employed  in  that  parish. 
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Thi&  folldwing  are  the  minules  of  the  dMrcfe  b6  far  aft 
relate  to  the  last  point. 

Minutes  of  Decree. — Refer  it  to  tlie  Master  to  inquire 
and  ascertain  whether  the  horses  eiaployed  by 
the  defendant  Napper  in  the  cultivatioa  of  his 
farm  in  the  parities  of  Pulborongh  and  BilUng^ 
kursi,  from  the  1st  Decembetrs  iSSSy  to  the  filing 
of  the  biU^  or  dumg  any  and  what  part  of  that 
time,  were  whoUy  supported  by  the  produce  of 
the  lands  in  either  and  which  of  the  parishes; 
andy  if  they  were  partly  supported  during  any 
part  of  that  time  by  the  produce  of  the  lands  in 
the  parish  of  BiUinghurst,  let  the  Master  inquire 
and  ascertain  upon  what  lands,  and  under  what 
circumstances,  and  during  what  time,  such  era- 
ployment  took  place,  and  whether  a  fair  and  pro- 
portionable part,  or  any  and  what  part,  of  the  crops 
and  produce  of  such  last-mentioned  lands  was 
given  for  food  for  the  horses  so  employed  during 
the  time  they  were  so  employed,  liavhig  regard  to 
the  work  done  by  them  upon  the  said  lands* 


igao. 

May  lOtA. 

Jtme  XAth.  Blake  V.  Smith  and  Others. 

Dec.  Wth.       y^ 

TheCourt,upon  JI1.R.  SimpkinsoHt  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  SntUAt 
Mend^nu^^  moved  that  the  defendant  Robert  Dudley  Blake,  or  his 
ported  by  affl-  solicitors,  miffht  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  defendant 
ing  that  the  bill  Smith  the  taxed  costs  of  a  mdtioa  which  had  previously 
without  any  au-  been  made  in  this  cause,  and  which  had  been  refuaed^iHth 

thority  from  the 
person  named 

at  the  pUuntiff,  such  person  being  lo  imbecile  at  to  be  vnable  to  gi?e  any  authority  for  the  par- 
pose,  and  that  the  suit  was  instituted  for  litigious  purposes  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  but  by  ano- 
ther defendant  in  the  suit — ^referred  it  to  the  Master  to  tnquire  whetherany  aaChoiiiy  was  gircn  by  te 
plaintiff  for  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  whether  the  institution  of  the  suit  was  for  his  benefit,  and  whe- 
ther It  was  for  his  adTantage  that  the  same  should  be  prosecuted.  On  the  Master's  reporting  in  Ae 
negative,  and  that  the  bill  was  filed  under  the  authority  of  one  of  the  defendants,  the  Court  ordered 
the  bill  to  be  taken  off  the  file,  and  the  costs  of  the  other  defendants  to  be  paid  by  the  dclcA- 
dant  who  had  instituted  the  suit. 


COURT  OF  XXCKEQU9R.  5i>5 

00616  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff;  and  (bat  the  UU  in  this        1832. 
cause  might  be  taken  off  the  file ;  and  tb^t  the  defendai^l; 
Robert  Dudley  Blake  and  hia  aolicitora  might  b^  directed 
to  pay  the  costs  of  all  parties. 

The  application  was  made  on  two  grounds — first,  that  no 
authority  had  been  given  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  institution 
of  the  suit,  and—  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  incom- 
petent from  mental  imbecility  to  gire  any  directions  for  tbe 
institution  of  the  suit.  The  motion  was  supported  by  af- 
fidavits of  the  imbeelHty  of  mind  of  die  plaintiff,  and  his 
RiabfKty  to  give  instruetions  fer  tbe  biri.  TIm  affidavits 
Ascribed  the  suiito  ^the  de#»adant  Robert  DmtUey  BMe, 
knd  attributed  to  him  litigious  and  vexatious  canduct,  not 
t>n1y  fn  lihis  suit,  but  in  a  suit  in  the  Ecctesiastioal  Court. 

The  solicitor  of  the  pMntiffi  wbo  was  also  the  solicitor  of 
Ae  defendant  Robert  Dudley  Blake,  %  Us  afiiiiavit  stated 
that  h^  received  tbe  ikiMraeMons  for  «he  Uil  from  the  der 
'Pendant  Roberi'Dtkttey  Blake,  and  wbo^  with  bis  brother 
B!r  Pranvie  Blake,  he  Icnew  to  be  a  tmatee  of  certain  pro- 
perty for  the  plaintiff;  and  that  he  had  been  infermed  and 
b^ved  that  tbe  Ming  of  the  biH  had  been  eommunicated 
to  the  plaintiff,  find  that  Sir  Francis  Blake  was  also  appris- 
ed of  the  suit  at  the  commencement  thereof.  To  rebut 
the  charge  of  the  plaintiff's  imbecility  of  mind,  the  affida- 
vit atated,  that,  in  Jultf,  1827,  the  plaintiff  was  a  party  to 
and  executed  a  conveyance  by  way  of  mortgage,  of  an 
estate  pn  wbieh  he  bad  a  charge  of  10,000^;  and  (hat  (he 
solicitor  of  the  defendant,  by  whom  the  present  applica- 
tion was  made,  was  employed  on  that  occasion. 

Warinabtf  v.  Wartnaby  (a),  was  cited  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  JervU,  in  opposition  to  tbe  motiony  contended  that 
it  was  not  competent  for  a  defendant  in  a  cause  to  complain 
that  the  suit  had  been  instituted  without  the  authority  of 

(a)  Jacob,  377. 
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the  party  named  as  plaintiff;  and  that  such  an  objection: 
could  only  be  raised  by  the  party  who  was  improperly  made 
a  plaintiff,  and  who  might  in  consequence  thereof  be  sub- 
jected to  costs* 

The  Court  directed  the  proceedings  to  be  stayed  till  se- 
curity should  be  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Itoberf 
Dudley  Blake,  for  the  costs  of  the  suit,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Master. 

The  security  not  being  given  by  the  defendant 'Aiferl 
Dudley  Blake,  the  motion  was  renewed ;  and  the  Court, 

after  some  consideration,  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  in- 

» 

quire  whether  any  and  what  authority  was  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  file  the  bill  in  this  cause,  and  whether  the  in-r 
stitution  of  the  suit  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
also  whether  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  that 
the  suit  should  be  further  prosecuted. 

In  pursuance  of  this  order,  the  Master  made  his  report, 
by  which  he  certified  that  no  authority  was  given  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  filing  of  the  bill,  but  that  the  same  was 
filed  by  the  authority  of  the  defendant  Robert  Dudley 
Blake:  and  the  Master  cer^fied  that  the  suit  was  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  would  not  be  for  hia 
benefit  that  the  same  should  be  continued. 

Upon  this  report,  the  Court  directed  the  bill  to  be  taken 
off  the  file,  and  ordered  the  defendant  Robert  Dudlef 
Blake  to  pay  the  costs  of  all  the  other  defendants. 


Nov,  1 3M. 

Where  a  miller 
grinds  his  own 
com  at  his  inilly 
and  afterwards 
sells  the  flour, 
he  is  not  liable 
to  the  payment 
of  tithes  of  his 
mill,  in  respect 
of  that  com. 


Austin  9.  Elphinstone  andf  Another. 

•X  HIS  was  a  suit  by  a  rector  against  occupiers  for  an  ac- 
count and  satisfection  of  tithes*  One  of  the  questions 
raised,  was,  whether  tithes  were  payable  in  respect  of  a 
mill  oeciupied  by  a'defendknt  who^otafy  gr<mnd  his  own 
corn  at  the  mill,  and  Afterwards  as  a  miller  sold  the  flour. 
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In  support  of  the  exemption  from  tithesi  Brown  v.         1832. 
WooUsey  (a)  was  cited.  ^T'"^' 

•^  ^  -^  Austin 

V. 

On  the  part  of  the  rector  it  was  insisted  that  the  point  ^^U^^^^?!}.^' 
was  not  correctly  decided  in  Brown  t.   WooUsey^  and 
that  the  case  had  been  appealed  from^  but  the  appeal  had 
become  abated. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Teed  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  SimpUnsan  and  Mr*  W.  Eagle  for  the  defendants. 

The  other  points  in  the  cause  being  disposed  of,  the 
Court  took  time  to  consider  of  thb  question;  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  expressing  his  intention  to  look  at  the  papers 
ill  Brown  v.  Woollsey  to  ascertain  whether  the  present 
case  came  within  the  principle  of  it. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — I  have  looked  at  the  papers  in  Nov.  24M. 
the  case  in  the  House  of  Lords.  The  present  case^  so  far 
as  relates  to  the  use  of  the  mill,  appears  to  fall  within  the 
principle  of  that  case;  and  I  shall^  therefore^  adhere  to  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Court,  as  the  appeal  in  that 
case  has  not  been  decided.  I  know  that  some  persons  in 
the  House  of  Lords  felt  great  doubt  about  that  case  (I  do 
not  mean  to  say  legal  persons) ;  but  doubts  were  entertain- 
ed; and  it  stood  over  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  opinion 
of  the  judges,  it  being  a  question  of  law.  I  understand 
the  case  has  since  abated. 

The  decree  directed  the  defendants  to  account 
for  the  profits  arising  from  the  corn  ground 
for  hire  only ;  and,  in  estimating  those  profits, 
the  Master  was  to  deduct  a  just  proportion 
of  the  expenses  of  working  the  mill. 

(a)  2  Sim.  305.     A  very  full     Mt.  Siiiion's  ceport)  will  be  pub- 
statement  of  this  case  and  of  the     lished  In  2  M'Gl«land  &  Younge. 
arguments  (wluch  are  not  given  in 
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1832.    /^^:'f/.//-  ''''' 
^    "    "  ^/      ^        Thompson  r.  Perryman  find  0(b^vf, 

July  6th.      ^T| 

An  aecoaat^       xSiLL  by  the  vicar  of  Ormesbjf,  in  the  North  Sidiog  of  the 
Ticar  produ^d'  <'<>unty  of  Yort,  againdt  occupiers  of  Iaiid»  for  an  account 
^^deiMMd      ^^^  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  of  hay,  milk,  and  agistmeDt. 
that  he  i»d  re-       The  defences  made  by  the  defendants  were  district  mo- 

oeiTed it  from       j  /.  j  i  v-  i         j 

hifl  aunt,  who      uuscs,  farm  modusesj  and  parochial  moduses* 

resided  with  hij 

ftther,  who  wai      Mr.  Boteler,  Mr.  W.  Eagle,  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the 

thesonofthe  ,   .   ^™ 

▼icar;  and  that   piamtlir. 
he  had  frequent- 

in  in.l!:''.^''      ^'  SimpUmton  and  Mr.  Barbgr,  for  the  de{$»dante. 

poesenion,  and 

had  heard  her  Among  Other  cvidehce  tendered  in  support  of  the  de* 
to^his  grand-  fonce  was  an  account-book  of  a  Mr.  Ansett,  who  was  proved 
^•'•j^^**^'    to  have  been  a  former  vicar  of  the  parish;  which  book 

not  to  be  admu-  ^  ^  .  • 

sibit  evidence.  Contained  entries  correspondiag  widi  the  moduses  alleged 

ofUnds  in  tte  by  the  answers.     A  witness  named  Ansett,  who  produced 

Kdiiisn M^*^  the  book,  deposed  that  he  received  it  from  his  aunt,  who 

amined  asa  wit-  lived  with  bls  father,  who  was  the  son  of  the  vicar  JnseU; 

nettonbotb  i_iti*.  ,  i'ii-i.  i 

■ides,  proved  that  he  had  frequently  seen  the  book  m  his  aunt  s  possess- 
ing oHhe  pUin-  '^^^*  ^°^  ^^^  heard  her  sa^,  it  belonged  to  his  grandfather, 
to^r^?  tolhr  ^ -*^  "^^^ ^^  objected  to,  on  the  p^rt  of  the  plaintiff,  aa 
alleged  moduses.  not  coming  out  of  the  proper  custody  j  and  Randolphs. 

An  objection  to     ^^       ,      ,   v  *   .      , 

his  evidence  on     ^oraon  {a)  was  Cited. 

interestwas**^         For  the  reception  of  the  book  as  evidence  for  the  de- 

ov^-Tuied.         Pendants,  Bertie  v.  Beaumont  (b)  was  relied  on. 

Receipts  given 

cierk  forthe  use  '^^^  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Lord  LYftDHURsr)  expressed  his 

for  nnaU*^dthcs  opinion  that  the  book  was  not  admissible  in  evidence.     It 

the  hand-writ-  was,  liowever,  read  de  bene  esse  ;  and,  in  the  subsequent 

cieriK  being  decision  of  the  case,  it  did  not  beoome  necesaeary  to  consi- 

IT^^T^a.  Jer  the  effect  of  it. 

dence,  on  the 

ground  that  the  The  baodrwriiipg  of  the  plaintiff  to  receipts  given  by 
fiving,  and  his  him  for  the  alleged  moduses,  was  proved  by  an  occupier  of 
^Tomid^ot    ^^^^  ><^  ^^  parish,  who  had  been  examined  as  a  witness 

be  inferred,  but     qu  both  sidcS. 
must  be  proved. 

(a)  3  E.  &  Y.  877?  5  Price,  312;     {h)  3  E.  &  Y.  789;  2  Price, 303. 
'  Dan.  B8. 
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The  etidence  of  this  witness  was  objected  to  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  hiterest;  hot  the  eri- 
dence  wad  admitted.  9. 

Reeeipts  tat  smal  (Ithes  signed  by  the  parish  derk  ax- 
preastod  to  he  reoeh^  for  <be  use  of  the  ticar/were  pro- 
doeed  hj  the  defendants,  and  'the  hand^-writing  of  the  per- 
ish clerk  proved* 

The  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, on  the  ground  that  the  parish  clerk  was  living  and 
night  have  been  examined,  and  that  there  was  no  proof 
of  Ms  bemg  the  authorized  agent  6f  the  pfauntiff. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baroh  held  that  the  agency  eouM  not 
be  inferred,  but  must  be  proved :  ttid  the  evidence  Waa 
rejected* 


Mar  Y  Fludyer,  by  her  will,  dated  7th  StpienAer^  1^89,  a  tetutriz  by^^^  "^ 

made  the  following  bequests :-  5real"d  mod-  f^^fx 

•*  I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  in  trust  to  Mrs,  Mary  ed  property  suf-     ^  ^ 
Netvcombet  widow  of  the  late  fViUiam  Newcombe^  Bsq.,  of  annuity  of  so;.     ' 

Meet  Street,  London,  banker,  and  Edward  Vincent,  suit.  Jl^i^^'^^Se^ 

geon,  ot  Stratford,  in  the  parish  of  Weit  Ham,  in  the  coun-  jje  bequeathed 

ty  of  Essex,  funded  property  sufficient  to  pay  to  Sarah  other  persons. 

Baieman^  spinster,  of  MUe  end,  the  sunrof  50/.  per  ammm,  ing  vaHouI  ^ 

to  be  paid  half-yearly  whenever  the  dividefids  becom^due,  ^^^^ea^c^ 

.during  her  natural  life;  and,  at  her  deceases  I  give  and  be-  ^  B.  the  whole 

.  of  the  remainder 

'qneath  the  said  fupded  property  to  Frances  Janfi  Vincent,  of  ber  rthete»- 
daughter  oi  Edward  and  Fruncefi  Jane  Vincent,  of  Str^U-  Sends,  during 
ford,  in  West  Ham,  Essex,  and  to  her  heirs,  {"""^V  ■°^'*^- 

ter  JS,  s  oeceasef 

*'  I  further  give  and  bequeath  to  Henry  Rapenj  of  Hendon  the  bequeathed 
Street,  Regent  Street,  London,  the  sum  of  SOI,  per  annum,  a,  and  other 
to  be  paid  by  my  aforesaid  trustees  from  my  funded  pre-  Xrperlonl*" 

The  testatrix 
died  shortly  after  the  date  'of  her  will,  entitled  to  6062.  Long  Annuities,  but  to  no  other 
stock: — Beid,  that  the  beqnest  to  B.  during  her  life,  of  the  whole  of  th«  retoainder  of  the  dividends 
of  the  testatrix,  was  spedSc,  and  that  C.  and  the  other  legaiects  ifi  remainder  after  H/s  death, 
-were  not  entitled  to  have  the  Long  Annnities  eonTerted  into  Bank  Annuities  ;  though,  being  a  de- 
creasing fund,  the  legacies  might  altogether  fail. 
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1832.        pertjt  duriqg  his  natural  Iife^  to  be  paid  half-yearly  as  the 
Vincent      dividends  beeome  due*'* 

«•  .  Thetestatrix  then  bequeathed  some  pecaniary  and  8]>eGific 

COMBS  • 

^,*,    legacies  amounting  to  about  200/«i  and  a  legaey  of  SCO/,  to 
t^  ^/^^"^  f  ^®r  trustee  Edward  VincetUf  and  to  Dr.  Burford  SO.gui- 

/V->     ^.^^  ^        neas  for  her  funeral  service;  and  the  will  then  proceeded 

as  follows:— 


Newcombi. 


JP  y  .^  ^^^^  "  '  8^^®  *"^  bequeath  to  my  aforesaid  trustee,  Mra.  jJfa- 
^  ^  *  ^  ^y  NeiDcombe^  the  whole  of  the  remainder  of  my  dividends 
^ /r  ^^^^"^^'^^  ^  during  her  natural  life;  and,  at  her  deceascj  1,000/.  stock 
,     y^^^^"^        I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  Rev.  William  Vincent,  rector 

of  the  parish  of  Allhallows,  London,  and  of'  ■  , 

in  Sussex:  and  I  further  give  and  bequeath,  at  the  death  of 
'Hix^.New^mnbei  1,OOOA  stock  to  George  Vhwent,  hear 
Westminster i  in  London.  I  farther  give,  at  Mrs.  Neto^ 
combe's  death,  %fiOOL  stock  to  the  befor&«naiiied  Rev. 
Dr.  Burfordy  of  West  Ham,  Essex*  I  also  give  and  be« 
qi^eath  to  the  Rev^  Arthur  Henry  Glasse,  at  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Newcombe,  1,000/.  stock.  I  also  give  and  be^ueatb, 
at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Newcombe,  to  my  said  trustee  Edward 
Vincent,  of  Stratford,  West  Ham,  Essex,  3,000/.  stock."  It 
then  contained  directions  for  her  funeral,  and  mourning 
for  her  servants,  and  proceeded — 

^I  do  further  appoint  and  constitute  my  aforesaid  trustee, 
Edward  Vincent,  surgeon,  of  West  Ham,  in  the  county  of 
Essex,  my  residuary  legatee,  and  his  assigns.  I  do  het^ftby 
further  naioe  and  appoint  say  aforesaid  trustees,  viz.  Mra. 
Mary  Newqombis,  pf  Bh^iV^l^ty  Sfuare,  London,  and  Ed^ 
ward  Vincef^,  su^;gepn,,of  WfistHam,  my  exjecutrix  and 
executor  for.  carryuig  tl^i^  my-  will  into  e^Eeet." 

The  te^t^trix  djiefl  aJpio|2t  a  i90Ql;b  •  after  the  date  of  her 
will,  possessed  of  ^iL  ^Pg  Ap]iui((^s^  and  nootber  kind  of 
stock.  All  the  rest  of  her  personal  property,  and  a  part 
of  tbes&Lorrg  Anniiiti^'s/W^  sbld'to  pay  the  debts  andle- 
gadeBi'aiid  toiiecut*^ a -pei^peltial  annuity  of  50/.  to  Sarah 
Bateman,  and,  aftei^'her  debea^;  to  Frances  Jme Vincent. 
And  there  then  remained  about  450/.  of  the  Long  Annuities. 


Newcombe. 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  Edward  Vhuent  against  Mary        1832. 

Newcombe^  and  the  representatives  of  Dr.  Bmfard^  who  ^     ' 

died  soon  after  the  testatrix,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  _     v. 
a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Spence^  for  the  plaintiff^  contended  that  the  residue 
of  the  Long  Annuities  ought  to  be  converted  into  three /^^r 
cent.  Bank  Annuities^  though  it  would  necessarily  diminish 
the  dividends  payable  to  Mary  Newcombe  ;  for,  otherwise, 
the  Long  Annuities  being  a  decreasing  fund,  the  legacies 
and  residue  payable  after  the  decease  of  the  defendant, 
Mary  Newcombe^,  might  become  greatly  reduced,  if  not 
altogether  defeated. 

Mr,  JSharpe,  for  the  defendants,  the  representatives  of 
Dr.  Burfard,  argued  that  the  whole  will,  and  particularly 
the  firbt  bequest,  shewed  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
testatrix,  that  the  property  should  be  converted  into  a  per- 
manent stock,  and  not  a  determinable  stock,  such  as  the 
Long  Annuities. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  defendant  Mary  Newcombe,  in* 
sisted  that  the  bequest  to  her  was  a  specific  bequest  of  the 
whole  of  the  remainder  of  the  testatrix's  dividends,  during 
her  life;  and  that  she  was  entitled  to  have  that  bequest 
fully  satisfied. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Lord  Ltnbhurst),  without  hear- 
ing Mr.^tiiipAfWofi'«a(i^unienttoaconcIusion,observed  that 
the  testatrix  evidently  intended  the  first  bequest  to  be  a  per- 
petuity,  and  had  expressed  herself  accordingly  with  sufllicient 
clearness;  but,  in  the  beqiiest  to  Henry  Ravens  there  was  no 
such  indication;  and  thai  it  was  impossible  to  get  over  the 
words,  "  the  whole  of  the  remainder  of  my  dividends.'' 


The  decree  declared  tb^t  Mary  NewcfimJbeyraa  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  remaining  Long.  Ai^nuities  duriiig  her 
life,  and  directed  the  costs  of  all  partjles  to.  be  paid*  out  of 
the  estate* 
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Henry  George  HuLTON  and  James  Kennedy^  Plaintifis. 

and 

Thomas  Sandys,  William  Bodger,  James  ELLiorr, 
John  Flatuer,  Dennib  Creagh  Moylan»  William 
Woodcock,  and  Mary  Pai3ons,  his  wife,  and  Eli^a* 
BETH  Garstin^  Defendants* 

^^^    An  annuity  was  MjY  an  indentore  of  settlecnent,  dat^d  14ih  December, 

'*y     ><^S^fiivJ/rf^  *82*'  «»ade  between  the  defendant  Thomas  Sandys,  of  the 

/7  ^    /^*  aeferai  per^  fint  part,  Jane 9  his  wife,  then  Jane  Lonttf  widow,  of  the  se- 

VA^^/fiOM  named  in  /       '  ,    ,      ,  ^      ,  ^        .    Jt         .   .^     . 

the  deed,  and     cond  part,  and  the  defendant  Dennu  Creagh  Moylan,  and 

^^*^    ttfe  ^  ttie^uiri-  ff^Wiam  Bodger,  Kenriek  Cotteti,  and  the  defendant  James 
t^^^  ▼on  and  tunri-   ElUoU,  of  the  third  part,  two  several  sums  of  2,000A^  3/. 

^  Tor  of  them;  one  '  ■        '  '  * . 

"^7^  ^  ^*  persjww  10*.  p^r  ctf»/.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities^  and  4,300/*,  3/.  p^ 
'the  annuity  cef»/.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  and  the  interest  an^ 
^ST^raiSr  dividends  thereof,  were  (iw/er  a/ia)  assigned  untp  Mo^n^ 


(»¥^f^^*^rf 


*f^'^^^akcn€r  Wai-    Bodger^  CoUctt,  and  Elliott,  upon  trust  to  lay  out  and  in^ 

^  kerg  \nitf  in  the    "  *  m 

'  ^""^  'annuity  deed,  vest  the  monics  which  should  come  to  their  hands  by  virtue 
nMrWo'fSir*  ^^  ^^  under  the  trusts  of  that  indenture,  in  parliamentary 
annuity,  he  atocks  Of  fonds,  OT  upon  goremflient  or  real  seeurities,  at 
William  Walker  interest;  and,  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned,  to  levy  Mid 
that  hTwM  tuf-  t&ise  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  not  exceeding  in  the 
ttSn  UiT^  whole  3,000/.,  and  pay  the  same  to  the  said  Thomas  Sam- 
meaning  of  the    dys;  and,  subject  to  the  trusts  aforesaid,  upon  further  trust 

annuity  act,  53  ,  

G«o.3,c.  141;  to  pay  to,  or  empower  the  said  n^omas  Sandys^  and  his 
memorid  was  ass^s,  during  his  life,  to  receive  the  interest^  dividends,  and 
suffident.  annual  produce  of  the  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds, 

Where  an  an*  '^^  .' 

nuity  waa  ae-  and  securities,  to  and  for  his  a«d  their  own  use  and  bene- 
charge  oii\er-  fit;  andj  frpm  and  imm^sdiately  after  the  decease  of  the  said 
a^^^n  the    Thomos  Sandys^  upon  certain  trusts  therein  expressed, 

namei  of  trua* 

teea,  andanaa-' 

algnment  of  the  dividenda  of  the  -^toclc,  but  the  grantee  omitted  to  give  notice  of  the  annuity  to 

the  truateea,  the  grantee  of  an  annuity  subsequently  granted  it  as  preferred  to  the  grantee  of  the 

fine  annuity. 

A  defendant  who  waa  a  trustee,  and  as  such  an  accounting  party  with  his  co-trustees,  was  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  S'-'Jftltf,  that  the  drfonistance  of  lib  hamngbeen  exanuned,  did  not  pkcwem  a 
decree  being  made  agaimt  him  and  liis  co-tzustees,  no  ol^oct|on  to  the4eeice  being  noade  by  him. 
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iblr  the  benefit  of  Che  said  June  Sandys t  and  the  chBdren         1^32« 
of  the  then  intended  ttanrii^e. 

In  pursuance  of  the  trttsts  of  the  indenture^  the  trustees, 
by  dale  of  a  part  of  the  4,300/.^  dl  per  ^eni.  Annuities,  raia- 
ed  3y000£,  and  paid  it  to  the  defendant  Sandys^  who«  to  se- 
cure the  repayment  thereof  to  the  trustees,  executed  a  bond 
and  also  a  deed  by  which  he  covenanted  to  keep  up  an  in« 
Burance  for  3,000/,  on  his  life,  and  to  pay  the  annual  pre- 
mium,  amounting  to  68/.,  and,  in  case  of  his  neglecting  to 
do  so,  he  authorised  the  trustees  to  pay  it  out  of  the  divi-  ' 
dends  which  might  come  to  their  hands  by  virttte  of  the 
settlement. 

By  this  sale  and  advance  and  a  subsequent  change  of  the 
securities,  the  Z,OOOLfS  per  cent.  Annuities,  and '4,300/.,  3A 
per  cent.  Annuities,  became  reduced  to  2,600/.,  SI,  lOe*  per 
cent.  Annuities,  and  423/L  6s.  Id.,  SI. percent.  Annuities. 

By  an  indenture  dated  22nd  Augusi^  1827,  John  Fla- 
iher,  Esq.|  was  appointed  a  trustee  in  the  place  of  Kenricfc 
CoUett,  and,  by  the  same  Indenture,  and  another  inden- 
ture  dated  30th  August,  1S27,  the  stocks  atid  funds  were 
assigned  to  and  vested  in  Moylan,  Bodger,  ElUott,  and 
Fkither,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

In  July,  1827,  Thomas  Sandys  granted  to  Elizabeth  Oars-^ 
tin  an  annuity  of  47/L,  for  securing  which  he  assigned  all  his 
interest  m  the  2,600/.,  3/.  10^.  per  cent.  Annuities,  and  423/. 
6a.  Id.,  SI.  per  cent.  Annuities*  No  notice  of  this  deed  was 
given  to  the  trustees  until  tlie  month  o(  December,  1829. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  10th  day  of  May,  1828,  in 
consideration  of  600/.^  Thomas  Sandys  granted  to  the 
plaintiff  James  Kennedy,  for  and  during  ihe  natural  lives 
of  the  said  TJiomas  Sandys,  William  Walker  therein  de- 
scribed, and  the  plaintiff  c/amei  Kennedy,  and  during  the 
lives  and  life  of  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  an  an- 
nuity of  62^  Ss.,  to  commence  from  the  24th  day  of  Sep' 
iember  then  last,  and  to  be  charged  and  chargeable  upon 
the  interest  and  dividends  of  the  said  two  sums  of  stock. 
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1832.        And  by  the  same  indenture  Thomas  Sandys  ass^ed  to 

'  the  plaintiff  James  Kennedy  the  interest  and  dividends 

V-  and  annual  proceeds  to  which  the  said  Thomas  Sandys 

was  entitled,  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of  stock,  upon 

the  usual  trusts  for  securing  the  same  annuity. 

A  memorial  of  the  annuity  and  the  securities  for  the 
same  was  inroUedi  and  notice  thereof  in  writing  was  duly 
served  upon  the  defendants  Moylan,  Bodger^  ElUoit,  and 
Fktiher. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  27th  day  of  October,  1838, 
the  plaintiff  c/ai7}^^  J^enn^dy  assigned  and  transferred  unto 
the  jilsLintiff  Henry  George  HulloUy  his  executors^  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  ^/. 
6^.,  and  all  powers  and  remedies  for  securing  and  enforc- 
ing the  payment  thereof.  And  notice  of  such  assignment 
was  served  on  the  trustees. 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  bearing  date  the  ISth 
day  of  May  i  1825,  and  made  between  Robert  Long,  William 
Augustus  Orlebar,  and  Kenrick  Colletty  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  defendant  Thomas  Sandys  of  the  other  part,  the  seve- 
ral sums  of  2,500/.,  SL  lOs.per  cent.  Bank  Annuities^  and 
2,500/.,  3/.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  were  declared  to  be 
held  by  such  first-mentioned  person  upon  trust  out  of  the 
interests  and  dividends  thereof  to  make  certain  pajrmehts 
therein-mentioned  for  the  maintenance  of  Isabella  Long^ 
an  infant  daughter  of  the  said  Jane  Sandys  by  a  former 
husband ;  and,  subject  thereto,  to  pay  (he  residue  of  the 
said  interest,  dividends,  and  produce  thereof  unto  the 
trustees  or  trustee  of  the  indenture  of  settlement  of  the 
14th  December^  1824,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  Iast*mention- 
ed  indenture. 

The  bin,  which  was  filed  by  Hulton,  in  the  name  of  him- 
self and  James  Kennedy,  against  Thomas  Sandys  and  the 
trustees  and  persons  entitled  under  the  settlement,  and 
against  Elizabeth  Garstin,  charged^  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
monies  payable  to  the  trustees  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
indenture  of  the  13th  May,  1825,  were,  by  virtue  of  the  li- 
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Sandys. 


iBiiatiQiia.of  the  indentuire  of  the  14tli  Decfitnber,  1824«  to  be  18^2. 
paid  oy^er  to  the  defendant  TJ^omas  Sandys^  the  plaintiffs  hdlton 
were  entitled  to  have  the  same  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
insurance  in  exoneration  of  the  two  several  sums  of  ^,600^, 
3/.  10^.  per  cent*,  and  4&SL  Qs.  \d.,  3/.  joer  cenU  Annuities. 
And  that  the  plaintiffs'  annuity  ought  to  be  exonerated 
from  the  charge  of  paying  any  portion  of  the  insurance^ 
especially  as  the  plaintiffs  had  no  notice  of  such  insur- 
ance>  and  the  same  was  voluntary  as  against  the  plaintiffs. 
And  that»  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  such 
insurance  was  a  valid  charge  on  the  trust  funds^  a  pro-* 
per.  apportionment  ought  to  be  made,  as  well  of  the  said 
trust  sums  of  ?^50p/. J  3/.  lOs.  per  cent*  Reduced  Annuities, 
and  2,500^, 3/« percent.  Bank  Annuities  (subject,  however, 
to  the  trusts  of  the  said  indenture  of  the  13th  Mayf  1825) 
as  of  the  said  trust  funds  on  which  the  plaintiffs*  annuity 
waa  charged.  And  the  bill  further  charged  that  the  plain-, 
tiffs'  annuity  pught  to  be  considered  the  first  incumbrance 
upon  the  trust  funds,  as  Elizabeth  Garstin  did  not  give  any 
notice  of  her  annuity  of  48/,  to  the  trustees,  until  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiffs'  an- 
nuity of  62L  8s.  was  the  first  incumbrance  on  the  said  two 
sums  of  2,600/.,  3^  lOs.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and 
423L  6s^  Id.f  SI.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities ;  and  that,  if 
necessary,  a  proper  apportionment  might  be  made  of  such 
part  of  the  dividends  of  the  said  two  sums  of  2,500/., 
3/.  10^.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  2,500/.  3/.  per  cent. 
Bank  Annuities,  as  were  payable  to  the  said  defendants, 
the  trustees,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said. indenture  of 
settlement  of  the  14th  day  of  December,  1824,  as  well  as 
of  tte  said  trust  funds  on  whiph  the  plaintiffs'  §aid  an- 
nuity  was  charged,  four  the  purpose  of  paying  the  said 
insurance  I  and  thi^t  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what 
was  due  to  the  plaintiffs  respectively  on  account  of  the 
arrears  of.  the  said  annuity,  and  of  the  costs,  charges, 

VOL#  I.  XT... 


606  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THB 

1832.  damages,  and  expenses  incurred  by  reason  of  die  non- 
payment; thereof;  and  an  account  of  the  diTidends  upon 
the  said  several  sums  o{2fiO0l.,  S/.  lQi9«  peretnL  Reduced 
Bank  Annuities,  and  ASSL  6«.  Id,  3/.  per  cemL  Conscdidated 
Bank  Annuities  received  by  the  trustees,  and  of  their  ap- 
plication thereof;  and  that  the  truatees  might  be  decreed 
out  of  the  dividends  due  and  to  become  due  upon  the 
sums  of  2,6(X)/»,  ^L 10^.  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities, 
and  4£S/.  6e.  Id.,  SI  per  cenL  Consolidated  Bank  Anmutieif, 
to  pay  to  the  plainti&  respectively  what  sbouU  be  found 
due  to  them ;  and,  out  of  the  future  dividends  to  become 
due  on  such  several  sums  of  stock  dunng  the  natural  Hfe 
of  the  defendant  Thomas  Sondes,  to  pay  to  the  pUuatiff 
Henry  George  HuUon^  the  said  annuity.  The  bill  also 
prayed  a  receiver,  the  payment  of  costs,  an  iiifunetion  ta 
restrain  the  trustees  from  paying  to  the  defendant  Sand;^ 
any  part  of  the  interest  or  dividends  due  or  to  become 
due  upon  the  said  sums  of  2,0002.,  3L  \Qs.  per  eemL  Bank 
Annuities,  and  4<33/*  6^.  Id,  Si.  per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank 
Annuities,  and  from  any  other  funds  receivable  by  the  said 
defendant  Sandys  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  inden- 
ture of  settlement,  until  after  payment  thneout  of  the 
premiums  of  the  said  insurance  upon  hb  lifieu 


Mr«  Treshve,  and  Mr.  PunriSt  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  WaJcefield,  for  the  defendant  Thomas  Sandys. 

Mr.  Wood,  for  the  defendant  Elizabeth  Garstin. 

Mr.  Beames,  for  the  defendants,  tJM  trustees,  indndio|p 
the  defendant  Flather. 

Among  other  questions  raised  in  the  cause,  it  was  con- 
tended, on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Thomas  Sandys, 
that  the  annuity  granted  to  the  plaintiff  was  void,  no 
sufficient  memorial  thereof  having  been  inroUed  pursuant 


Sandts. 
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to  the  statute  (a).    The  memoriali  as  well  as  the  annuity        1832. 
deed,  stating  one  of  the  persons  during  whose  life  the      ^T"^' 
annuity  was  made  payable  to  be  named  William  Walker^       ^  v. 
whilst,  in  point  of  fact,  such  person  was  named  William 
Falconer  Walker. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  oyer-ruled  this  and  some  other 
technical  objections  to  the  memorial. 

On  the  part  of  the  pbintiff,  it  was  argued  that  the 
defendant  Elistabeih  Qaretin^  not  having  given  any  notice 
of  her  security  to  the  trustees,  and  the  plaintiff  having  no 
notice  of  her  incumbrance  when  the  annuity  was  granted 
io  him,  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  security  over 
all  the  ftinds,  in  preference  and  priority  to  the  defendant 
Elizabeik  Oaretin;  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  paid  in 
priority  to  the  premium  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  TAomae 
Sandys.  In  support  of  the  first  proposition,  Dearie  v. 
Hall{b)  and  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  (e)  were  relied  on. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  decided  this  point  in  fiivor  of 
the  plaintifi. 

In  the  progress  of  the  cause,  the  defendant*  John 
FtaiAer,  one  of  the  trustees^  had  been  examined  as  a  wit« 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  At  the  hearing  it  was  object- 
ed, on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Sandys,  and  also  of 
Mr.  Flaihef^s  co-trustees,  that,  as  he  had  been  examined 
as  a  witness,  no  decree  could  be  taken  as  against 
him  for  an  account  of  the  trust  funds  come  to  his 
bands ;  and  that,  as  no  such  account  could  be  obtained 
against  him  direcdy,  no  account  could,  indirecdy,  and 
by  means  of  his  evidence^  be  decreed  against  his  co- 
trustees. And,  m  support  of  this,  NighHngale  v.  Dodd 
(d)  was  cited. 

The  defendant  Flaiker  did  not  himself  object  to  the 
decree. 

(a)  63  Geo.  3.  e.  141.  (c)  lb.  31. 

(»)diU»i.1.  («0Ambk683. 
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The  Other  points  having  been  disposed  of,  the  Court 
HuLTON       took  time  to  consider  of  this  objection. 


Sandys. 


Jtdy  lUh,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — In  this  case  several  objec- 
tions were  made  to  the  plaintiffs*  claimi  upon  alleged  defects 
appearing  upon  the  memorial  inrolled  under  the  annuity 
act.  Those  objections,  I  gave  my  opinion  at  the  time  they 
were  made,  ought  not  to  prevail;  and  I  continue  of  that 
opinion.  The  next  question  is,  to  what  equity  are  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  case  entitled  ?  The  plaintiffs,  in  this  case, 
appear  to  me  to  be  entitled  to  all  the  equity  against  the 
defendants  to  which  they  would  have  been  entitled  as 
against  Sandys :  and,  as  against  Sandys^  of  course,  they 
would  be  entitled  to  have  these  two  sums  cleared  from  all 
charges.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  enumerate  them, 
because  it  is  understood  to  what  sums  I  refer,  the  sums 
which  are  specifically  dharged — that  they  are  entitled  to 
have  them  cleared  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  them 
applicable  to  the  purpose  of  paying  their  claim.  This 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  under  the  circumstances,  to  be 
the  equity  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  against  Sandys^ 
and  the  equity  they  are  entitled  to  against  the  other  de- 
fendants. 

Then,  there  was  .an  objection  on  a  point  of  form — 
that  one  of  the  trustees  had  been  examined  as  a  witness, 
and,  having  been  examined  as  a  witness,  there  could  be 
no  relief  against  him ;  and,  if  there  could  be  no  relief 
against  him,  there  could  be  no  relief  against  the  other 
parties.  As  a  general  rule,  if  a  party  in  the  cause  be 
examined  as  a  witness,  you  can  have  no  relief  against  him 
as  to  those  points  on  which  he  is  examined.  If  he  is 
interested  he  may  demur,  or  he  may  take  the  objection  at 
**  the  hearing ;  but,  in  this  case,  the  party  is  a  mere  trustee ; 

be  has  no  interest  whatever  in  the  result ;  the  fund  he 
holds  is  available  and  applicable  to  the  one  party  of  the 
other.  He  is  a  mere  stakeholder,  and  is  indifferent  be- 
tween them.     I  am  of  opinion,  that,  although  there  can  be 
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no  adverse  decree  against  a  party  under  these  circumstan-  U32* 
ces,  there  may  be  a  decree  against  a  trustee,  if  the  trustee  is 
willing  a  decree  should  pass  against  him.  But  then,  it  is 
saidjthe  other  parties  have  a  right  to  insist  upon  the  objec- 
tion ;  and  a  case  of  Nightingale  v  Dodd  was  cited  to  sup- 
port the  propositibuj  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  compel  a 
defendant  to  assist  him  in  the  same  cause  adversely  against 
him  ;  but  that  he  can  give  evidence,  saving  all  just  excep- 
tions. It  is  not,  however,  for  the  defendant's  sake  that 
this  is  required.  He  has  a  better  protection  against  giving 
evidence — he  may  demur.  The  cause  of  objection  ought 
to  come  from  the  other  defendants ;  for,  the  cause  of  objec- 
tion going  directly  to  affect  himself,  he  may  demur,  and, 
therefore,  no  care  need  be  taken  of  him  :  he  is  safe  at  all 
events,  and  the  order  is  in  that  case  saving  all  just  ex- 
ceptions, that  is  of  the  other  parties.  Now,  what  just 
exception  is  there  in  the  mouth  of  any  of  the  other  parties 
against  the  examination  of  this  defendant,  who  is  a 
trustee  ?  It  does  not  appear  to  me  there  is  any  ground'  of 
exception  whatever ;  they  are  not  in  the  slightest  degree 
prejudiced  by  it«  It  is  true,  where  a  suit  is  instituted 
against  two  parties,  one  of  whom  is  primarily  liable,  and 
the  other  is  liable  in  a  secondary  degree,  you  car^not, 
by  examining  the  party  who  is  primarily  liable,  release 
him,  so  as  to  come  in  the  first  instance  against  the  other 
party.  That  is  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Nightingale 
V.  Dodd  :  but,  in  Nightingale  v.  Dodd,  the  case  of  Car- 
ier  y.Hawley  wascited;  and,  according  to  Mr.  Round's 
MS.  note  of  that  case  (a),  Lord  Hardwicke  there  said, 
"  The  rule  of  this  Court  is,  where  you  examine  a  de- 
fendant  as  a  witness,  you  cannot  pray  an  adverse  de- 
cree against  him,  because  that  would  be  charging  him 
upon  his  own  evidence;  which  if  you  do  it  would  be  a 
great  temptation  to  defendants  to  false  swear  themselves.'* 

(a)  See  Mr.  BlunV$  edit,  of  Ambler *s  Reports,  Vol.  2,  p.  583,  q.  3. 
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lBd2.  He  then  points  out  what  is  the  rale  of  lair;  and  sajrs — 
''  The  rule  of  this  Court  differs  from  the  rule  of  law,  be^ 
cause  there  are  several  cases  where  parties  must  make  de> 
fendants  of  those  persons  whom  he  must  necessarily  ex- 
amine as  witnesses,  as  in  the  case  of  trustees,  and,  not* 
withstanding,  pray  a  decree  against  them;  for,  although 
they  may  have  the  legal  estate,  they  are  not  materially 
interested.**  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  in  this 'case,  none  of 
the  trustees  could  possibly  have  any  interest  in  the  result 
of  the  suit. 

It  may  be  different  when  an  adverse  decree  is  prayed 
against  some  of  tfie  defendants,  and  the  other  parties  can 
take  no  just  exception.  I  am  of  opinioa  (hat  this  objec- 
tion ought  not  to  prevail;  and  that  the  decree  ought  to 
be  such  as  I  have  stated,  namely,  for  payment  to  the  plains 
tiffs  of  so  much  of  the  subsequent  fiind  as  is  necessary  to 
give  them  the  benefit  of  his  whole  claim. 


Thomas  Anthony  Tbulon,  Plaintiff,  John  Curtis, 
Dee.  4M,  5th.  Defendant. 

J.  being  en-  BY  an  Indenture,  dated  9th  August,  1814,  and  made 
freehold  crtate*  between  Alexander  Peter  Allan,  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
in  remainder  ex-  plaintiff,  of  the  Other  part,  Alexander  Peter  Allan  granted 
decease  of  B.,  and  demised  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators, 
urorto  c/for  ^^^  sssigns,  the  remainder  or  reversion,  and  other  estate 
a  term  of  500  ^r  interest  of  him  the  said  Alexander  Peter  Allan,  of 

yean,  subject  to  ^  ^  ' 

a  proviso  for  re-  and  in  Certain  hereditaments  and  premises  therein  des- 
paymem  of  °the  cribcd,  for  the  term  of  five  hundred  years,  subject  to 
Ind  interesL^^  *  proviso  for  ccssor  of  the  said  term  on  payment  by  the 

without  any  said  Alexander  Peter  Allan,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  ad- 
time  being  fixed 

by  the  proviso  ministrators,  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators, 

for  payment  of 

the  money:  the 

deed  contained  a  covenant  by  J,  for  payment  of  the  money  on  demand,  and  also  a  covenant  that 

it  should  be  lawful  for  B.  to  enter  into  the  property,  and  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  until  the 

payment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest: — Heldt  that  the  mortgage  was  in  the  nature  of  a 

Welsh  mortgage;  and  a  bill  of  foredoiure  filed  by  B,  against  a  person  to  whoa  A.  had  conveyed 

his  reversionary  interest,  was  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 


^ 


c  /^^t^^^yT-^  ^/rK> 
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and  aasigDS^  of  the  sum  of  1019/.  7«.  \d.^  with  interest        1832. 

thereon  after  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  annum.    The 

deed  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  Alexander  Peter 

Allan,  for  payment  of  the  principal  money,  and  interest 

for  the  same,  on  demand ;  and  also  a  covenant  that,  until 

payment  should  be  made  of  the  principal  money  and  in-     y^luSS<;^^^ 

terest,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  >^,  i;rjf&^^  J^j 

and  hold  and  enjoy  the  premises ;  and  for  further  assur-        ^___ 

auce.  A  receipt  for  the  consideration,  signed  by  Alexander  ^^^,a^^^^^^ 
Peter  Allan,  was  indorsed  on  the  deed.  J,^Su^ .-  y^^*^»^^ 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  releascj  dated  respectively  — ^ — , — f^  /^ 
the  00th  and  21st  days  of  January^  1829,  and  made  be- 
tween Alexander  Peter  AUan,  of  the  one  partj  and  the 
defendant^  Jokn  Curtis,  of  the  other  pari^  in  consider- 
ation of  33/.,  and  of  the  grants  made  by  an  indenture  of 
even  date  of  certain  annuitiesi  and,  in  consideration  of 
the  covenant  therein  contained  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant John  Curtis  for  the  payment  of  certain  sums 
of  money  therein  mentioned,  Alexander  Peter  Allan  grant- 
ed, bargained,  sold,  and  released,  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
the  defendant  John  Curtis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  re- 
mainder or  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises. 

Alexander  Peter  Allan^  the  younger,  died  in  April, 
1830,  intestate.  The  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  against 
John  Curtis,  praying  an  account  of  what  was  due 
to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  mortgage  debt  of 
1019/.  7s.  M.  and  the  interest  thereof,  and  the  usual 
decree  of  foreclosure. 

Tbe  defendant  Curtis,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  Alex^ 
ander  Smyth,  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  property,  was  still 
living ;  that  Alexander  Peter  Allan,  for  some  years  prior 
to  and  in  the  month  of  August,  1814,  resided  in  the  island 
of  St.  Christopher,  and  that  the  security  of  the  9th  of 
August,  1814,  was  prepared  by  the  plaintiff,  and  sent  to  him 
at  that  island  for  execution ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
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1832.        same  time,  wrote  and  sent  te  Atexander  Peter  Albm&e 
following  letter: — 

''  Mark  Lane,  30th  August,  1814. 

*'  If  you  reeoUeet,  not  only  in  your  lettera  to  me,  but 
also  in  your  letters  to  your  sister^  you  have  alwiiys  said 
that  I  was  to  look  to  the  MiU  Green  estate  as  a  security 
for  my  debt:  there  b  to  me  no  prospect  in  my  life  of 
enjoying  the  benefit  of  it,  Mr.  Smyth's  life  beiig  ,io  all 
appearance  a  much  better  life  *  than  my  own ;  r  nether  is  it 
to  me  a  desirable  security,  being  such  a  one  as  noifher 
myself  or  family  can  receiye  any  benefit  by,  but  by 
a  greater  loss  in  his  more  valuable  life;  neither  is  it 
a  certain  one,  all  depending  upon  your  life  against  his : 
nevertheless,  as  it  is  the  only  one  you  can  give,  and  Mr. 
AUan  has  kindly  promised  to  send  out  for  me  this  deed^-I 
hope  and  trust  you  will  with  pleasure  execute  it.  I  oca- 
ceive,  you  being  absent  from  this  country,  it  is  at  leaal 
equally  your  interest  to  sign  it,  as,  should  you  live  loi^r 
than  Mr.  Smyth,  it  must  interest  me  or  my  childrenj  who 
are  upon  the  spot,  and  have  every  document  that  concems 
your  interest  equally  for  your  interest  as  well  as -for  dur 
own,  I  shall,  therefore,  use  no  further  argumcait;  bu^ 
leaving  it  to  your  honor  and  your  prudence,  with  every 
wish  for  your  health  and  welfare, 

I  remain,  dear  Sir, 

Your  obedient  friend  and  servant, 

Thomas  A.  Teulon^ 

"  Mr.  Alexander  Peter  Allan  to  Thomas  A.  Tuelon,  Dn 

£     s.    d. 

1808,  Nov.  9.  To  amount  of  account  sent  out 

under  the  city  seal      .     .         791   14  10 
1814,  August  9th.  To  5i  years'  interest    .    .    ^27  12    6 

J01»    7^  4 


^*i 
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And  that,  on  the  9th  6{N(wember,  1815,  the  plaintiff        1832. 

wrote  and  sent  to  Alexander  Peter  Allan,  who  was  then 

residing  at  St.  Chrisiophef^s,  a  letter  to  the  following 

effect: — 

''  Atari  Lane,  London,  lOth  November,  1815. 

*' Dear  Sir, 
**I  have  been  favoured  with  a  letter  from  your  sister,  re- 
^ue^ting  me  to  send  you  the  copy  of  the  late  Mr.  Allan*s 
wtiL  As  I  cannot  conceive  it  can  be  of  any  use  to  you,  and 
must  be  a  great  expense,  I  have  contented  myself  with 
sending  the  above  abridgment,  which  contains  all  that 
has  been,  or  is  to  be,  acted  upon.  By  favour  of  Mr*  Allan, 
I  have  received  the  lease  of  Mill  Oreen  estate,  of  which 
you  desire  a  copy;  for  the  same  reasons,  its  uselessness 
and  expense,  I  have  declined  sending,  but  have  above  put 
die  substance  of  its  contents.  I  am  glad  you  signed  it,  it 
being  all  you  can  give,  though  a  loss  of  25  per  cent  on  the 
Amount  would  be  much  more  solid  security,  for  Mr.  Smyth 
is  in  as  good  health  as  you  can  possibly  be,  and,  from  his 
regular  ihd  temperate  habits,  likely  long  enough  to  con- 
tmue  so.  I  think  your  letter  of  Ifi/A  Jtthf,  1808|  coupled 
With  your  power  of  attorney,  which  I  possess,  would  have' 
ahswered  every  purpose',  in  case  it  should  have  been 
necessary;  but,  as  this  puts  the  matter  beyond  all  doubt, 
and  enables  me  to  act  for  you  as  though  I  acted  solely  for 
myself,  it  is  better,  and  will  enable  me,  should  I  be  called 
to  act  upon  it,  much  more  effectually  to  serve  you  as  well 
as  myself.  I  understand  you  are  anxiously  desirous  of 
selling  your  interest  in  Mill  Green — at  present  you  have  no 
interest  to  sell.  If  you  had  any,  there  would  not  have  been 
occasion  for  me  to  have  taken  a  lease  at  present ;  you  are 
only  the  presumptive  heir-at-law ;  but  who  will  be  the  in- 
heriting heir,  God  only  knows.*' 

.  And  Ihat^  on  the  17th  o(  December,  1814»  the  plaintiff 
\UDQtfi.  and..fient  a  letter  of  that  date  to  Bridget  Feltham, 
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1892.        the  Bister  of  the  said  Alexander  Peter  AUan^  and  who  was 
then  acting  in  hia  afiairg,  to  the  following  effect: — 

**  Dear  Madam, 
**  On  Thursday  eirening,  I  found  your  letter^  on  my  re- 
turn home,  and  thank  you  for  the  particulars  it  contains  of 
our  worthy  friend  Professor  Riehardsan^s  death.  Having 
so  many  other  relatives^  I  shall  not  be  surprised  if  the  im*- 
providence  of  your  brother  should  have  caused  him  to  be 
overlooked*  It  is  now  some  years  since  I  have  heard  from 
him.  A  Mr.  Akere^  a  gentleman  who  has  a  large  estate  in 
St  Kitfit  has  tent  to  hi«  son-in-law  my  account^  by  the 
last  fleet,  amounling  to  \0\9L  7#.  4c(.,  to  get  him  to  give 
me  a  bond  and  assignment  upon  MiU  Green^  should  it 
ever  come  to  be  his*    Here  I  leave  it." 

The  answer  also  stated,  that  Alexander  Peter  Allan 
conceived  that  be  was  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  mortgage  or 
security  upon  bis  reversion  or  remainder  in  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises,  only  to  be  enforced  and  have  effect 
upon  the  death  of  Alexander  Smyth,  the  teqant  for  lifi^^ 
and  that,  under  such  impressioui  he  ezocuted  the  deed 
of  9th  August 9  1814;  that  he  had  been  informed  by 
Alexander  Peter  Allan,  and  believed  that  Alexander 
Peter  Allan,  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  believed  that 
the  deed  of  9th  August,  1814,  was  not  and  could  not 
be  in  any  manner  a  security  that  could  be  in  force  or 
have  any  effect  against  the  hereditaments  therein  com- 
prised until  the  death  of  Alexander  Smyth,  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  until,  by  such  death,  the  hereditaments  should 
fall  into  his  actual  possession.  The  defendant  also  stated 
that  he  was  induced  to  purchase  the  reversionary  interest 
of  Alexander  Peter  Allan,  upon  a  representation  that  the 
security  executed  by  the  indenture  of  the  9th  August, 
1814,  could  not  be  enforced,  or  in  any  manner  affect  the 
property,  until  the  death  of  Alexander  Smyth.    And  the 
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defendant  submitted,  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  18^3. 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  file  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  and 
that  the  bill  could  not  be  sustained.  The  defendant  ad** 
mitted,  that,  previously  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of 
21st  Jtdj/y  1829,  he  was  informed  that  Alexander  Peter 
AUan  had  mortgaged  the  property  to  the  plaintiff  for 
securing  to  him  the  debt  or  sum  of  1019/.  Te.  M.,  but  that 
«uch  mortgage  was  not  to  be  in  any  manner  in  force,  or 
have  any  operation  or  effect,  until  after  the  death  of 
Alexander  Smyth ;  and  the  defendant  stated,  that,  pre- 
Yiously  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  81st  JmU^,  1829, 
Alexander  Peter  AUan,  or  his  agent,  shewed  to  the 
defendant  the  two  letters  from  the  plaintiff,  of  the  dOth 
August^  1814,  and  the  10th  November,  1815 ;  and  that  the 
defendant  confided  in  the  information  given  to  him,  cor* 
roborated  by  the  two  letters  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  satis*- 
fied  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  put  in  force  his  mortgage, 
or  call  upon  the  defendant  to  pay  such  mortgage,  or  file  a 
bill  of  foreclosure,  until  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  plaintiff  proved  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  9th 
August,  1814. 

The  defendants  proved  the  letters  of  the  plaintiff  set  forth 
jn  his  answer, 

Mr,  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  James  Russell,  for  the  plaintiff. 
— The  title  of  Allan,  the  mortgagor,  was  a  title  in  remain- 
der. The  tenant  for  life  is  still  alive  (a).  The  bill  of 
foreclosure  is  quite  of  course ;  but  it  is  objected  that  the 
mortgage  in  a  Welsh  mortgage.  The  mortgage  is  by  way 
of  demise  for  a  term  of  five  hundred  years,  subject  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  of  the  principal  mo- 
ney and  interest.  No  time  is  fixed  for  the  payment  of 
the  principal  money  and  interest.  If  the  deed  had  stop- 
ped here,  it  might  have  been  said  to  be  a  Welsh  mort- 
gage; but  tti^  deed  contains  a  covenant  for  payment  of  the 

(a)  He  was  stated  to  have  died  a  few  days  before. 
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1832.  principal  and  interest  on  demand.  Admitting  it  to  have 
Teulon  ^®®"  decided,  that,  in  a  Welsh  mortgage,  the  time  for  re- 
^  *^*  demption  is  unlimited — it  is  laid  down,  that,  in  a  Welsh 

CDBTI8.  '^  ^       t  -   « 

mortgage,  there  is  no  covenant  for  the  payment  of  the  mo- 
ney, and  no  right  of  action  in  the  mortgagee  to  compel  the 
repayment:  the  terms  of  the  contract  are,  that  the  mo» 
ney  shall  be  paid  by  perception  of  the  rents  and  profits.  In' 
King  V.  King  (a)  and  Lawley  v.  Hooper  {b\  it  is  distinctly 
stated,  that,  in  a  Welsh  mortgage,  there  is  no  covenant  for 
payment  of  the  money.  It  would  also  seem,  from  UoweU 
V.  Price  (c),  that  no  action  lies  for  repayment  of  the  mo- 
ney. By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  no  period  is  Hmited 
for  payment  of  the  money.  The  estate  is  assigned  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  debt  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and, 
of  course,  no  personal  action  could  be  brought  contrary  to 
the  terms  of  the  contract.  In  Hurtpole  v.  Walsh  (dF), 
which  was  the  case  of  an  Irish  mortgage:  the  principal 
money  was  payable  whenever  the  mortgagee  should  give 
eighteen  months'  notice  to  the  mortgagor ;  and  yet,  the 
mortgagee  having  been  in  possession  for  a  great  many 
years,  the  Court  dismissed  the  bill  for  redemptioit.  The 
only  difference  between  that  case  and  the  presetit,  is;  that 
there  eighteen  months*  notice  was  required  for  payment  of 
the  money ;  in  the  present  case,  it  is  payable  on  demand, 
and  the  demand  is  admitted.  It  is  impossible  to  give  any 
effect  to  the  deed  without  considering  the  whole  of  the 
covenants.  Taken  together,  they  necessarily  control  each 
other — Browning  v.  Wright  {e).  The  mortgage  is  there- 
fore clearly  a  good  and  subsisting  mortgage,  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  foreclose  the  equity  of  redemption. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Barber  for  the  defendant. 

The  covenants  throughout  are  not  such  as  would  be 

<a)  3  P.  Will.  358.  (c)  1  P.  WiU.291. 

(6)  3  Atk.  280.  (<0  6  Bro.  P.  0,267.  Toinl.  e^^ 

(e)  2  Bos.  &  P.  13.  * 
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found  in  an  ordinary  mortgage. '.  The  effect  of  the  deed         1832^ 
is  consistent  throughout.     The  covenant  to  pay  on  de- 
mandy  and  the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  the  other 
covenants,  are  quite  incompatible  with  a  common  mortgage. 
It  has  been  said  that  this  is  not  a  Welsh  mortgage,  on  ac-, 
count  of  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the  mortgage  money. 
It  is  quite, immaterial  what  the  contract  is;  the  question. 
iS|  what  would  be  the  effect  of  a  decree  of  foreclosure.    It 
would  be  to  work  a  forfeiture  where  none  is  intended  to 
be  given  by  the  deed.    A  Court  of  equity  will,  in  many, 
cases,  relieve  from  a  forfeiture,  but  no  case  can  be  found 
in  which  the  Court  has  made  a  decree  working  a  forfeiture. 
The  case  does  not  rest  only  on  the  deed,  but  on  the  cor-, 
respondence  which  passed   between  Ibe   parties.     We 
shew,  by  the  letters,  that .  Mr.  Teuton  desired  to  have  a 
lease  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  ^f^on^  who. resided  in  the 
/Fesi  Indies^  aa  well  as  himself.    4llan  sends  to  Tetdon 
for  a  copy  of  the  deed,  and  consults  him  as  to  the  power 
be  might  have  of  selling  the  reversion*    Tendon  does  aot 
send  a  copy,  but  an  abstract,  in  a  letter  which  shews  the 
nature  of  the  transaction.    A  decree  of  foreclosure,  in  axiy 
suit,  is  not  absolute  at  law.    The  tenanpy  is  sim^r  to  a 
tenancy  by  elegit 

* 

Mr.  Simpkinson  replied. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — My  present  impression  is, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  a  double  remedy.  Independently  of 
the  Irish  case,  the  facts  of  which  are  complicated,  I  should 
not  entertain  any  difficulty.  Where  part  of  the  instrument 
is  clearly  at  variance  with  the  other,  you  must  look  at  the 
effect  of  the  whole ;  but  it  does  not  app^r  to  me  th^t  tl^ere 
is  any  ambiguity  in  that  part  which  relates  to  the  lease, 
and  the  subsequent  covenant  for  payment  of  the  money. 
According  to  the  covenant,  the  money  is  to  be  paid  on  de- 
mand, and,  if  not  paid,  may  be  enforced  by  action.  For 
further  security,  a  lease  is  granted  for  five  hundred  years, 
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1832.  but  with  a  condition  that  it  shall  be  redeemable  on  pay« 
ment  of  the  money  genevally,  without  any  limitatian  or  sti- 
pulation as  to  the  time.  There  is  nothing  to  lead  me  to 
the  conelttsion  that  any  Axng  sboidd  be  engnrflted  on  this 
covenant  so  as  to  limit  the  indefinite  time  in  the  proviso* 
It  is  quite  consistent  that  the  parties  should  have  entered 
into  this,  tbou^  certainly  an  ambiguous  oorenant.  The  cre- 
ditor might  fairly  say,  I  will  take  your  coTomnt  for  payment 
of  the  money  on  demand,  but,  as  a  furtiier  security,  I  will 
have  a  term  of  five  hundred  years  granted  to  me  of  the 
properly;  and  if  therefore,  from  any  circumrtanoe,  I 
should  not  be  able  to  enforce  my  remedy  by  a  personal 
action  for  payment  of  the  money,  I  sbaH  have,  at  least,  the 
power  <^  paying  myself  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
estate.  This  is  my  present  opinioDt  but  I  will  look  at  the 
ease  in  the  House  of  Lords* 

Dec.  5th.  In  this  case,  Allan  being  indebted  to  Tendon,  who  is  the 
fiaintittin  this  case,  in  the  sum  of  1000/.,  it  was  agreed 
between  them,  that  Alkm  aliould  grant  a  lease  for  five  Imir- 
dred  years  of  the  property  in  questiMi.  And  it  was  pro- 
vided,  and  Teulan  covenanted,  that,  in  the  event  of  the 
money  being  paid,  the  lease  should  terminate  and  be  void. 
There  was  also  a  covenant,  on  the  part  o^AUan^  to  pay  the 
money  on  demand.  And  it  was  further  provided,  that, 
until  the  money  should  be  paid,  Teulon  might  occupy  the 
premises. 

The  ease  turned  on  the  constructioo  of  the  deed. 

In  the  proviso,  no  limitation  is  made  as  %o  the  time 
for  payment  of  the  money,  nor  as  to  the  terms  of  redemp- 
tion. But  it  was  contended  that  the  subsequent  covenant 
by  Alton  had  the  efiect  of  giving  a  Kmitati<Mi  to  the  pro* 
viso.  I  take  the  rule  of  law  f  o  be  this,  as  to  the  eonsimctioB 
of  covenants,  that,  where  there  are  two  covenants,  whiek^ 
when  considered  aceoiding  to  their  gvasnmatieal  import 
and  legisl  effect,  are  consistent^  yeu  must  so  construe  them 
as  to  give  effect  to  both  of  them.    Now,  these  two  stipula- 
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tioiis  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  at  varianoe  with  each  ^  18^- 
other,  either  according  to  their  grammatical  import  or  their 
legal  effect.  It  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  that  a  party  should 
stipulate  that  he  should  hold  the  property  till  his  debt  should 
be  paid,  and  that  the  debtor  should  covenant  to  pay  the 
debt  OB  demand;  the  covenant  and  the  proviso  are  not 
therefore  inconsistent.  The  case  cited  from  Botanquei 
&  PuUea^9  Reports  does  not  apply  to  the  present  ques- 
tion. In  that  case,  there  was  a  grant  of  lands  in  fee,  and 
a  covenant  by  the  vendor,  that,  notwithstanding  any  act 
done  by  him  to  the  contrary,  he  was  seised  in  fee,  and  that 
he  had  full  power  to  convey  the  same ;  and  the  question 
was,  whether  the  words,  notwithstanding  any  act  done 
by  him  to  the  contrary,  over-rode  the  whole  clause — and 
the  Court  held  that  they  did.  The  decision  has,  therefore, 
no  bearing  on  the  present  case :  and  it  is  impossible  to  sup- 
pose that  what  has  been  contended  for  could  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  this  deed;  for,  if  so,  the  mo- 
ney might  have  been  demanded  immediately  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  the  mortgagee's  estate  have 
instantly  become  absolute. 

In  Haripole  v.  Walsh,  the  mortgagor  covenanted  to  pay 
the  mortgage  money  within  eighteen  months  after  demand, 
and  he  also  covenanted  for  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the 
premises  by  the  mortgagee.  So  far  the  cases  are  analo- 
gous. But  in  that  case  there  had  not  been  any  interest 
received  for  thirty  years ;  a  bill  was  then  filed  to  redeem  . 
the  mortgage  under  special  circumstances ;  the  cause  was 
not  prosecuted  with  reasonable  despatch ;  sixty  years  af- 
terwards elapsed,  when  a  bill  to  redeem  was  dismissed, 
and,  on  appeal,  that  decree  of  dismissal  was  affirmed.  It 
does  not  appear  on  what  grounds  the  decree  in  the  Chaneery 
of  Ireland  was  pronounced,  nor  on  what  grounds  it  was 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.  But  it  is  material  to  notice, 
that,  fifty  years  before  the  decree  was  pronounced,  an  in- 
terlocutory order  had  been  made  referring  it  to  the  Master 
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1832r  to  take  the  accounts.  It  is  most  probable  that  the  decree 
proceeded  and  was  affirmed  on  the  ground  of  the  impossi- 
bility of  taking  long  and  complicated  accounts  at  such  a 
distance  of  time. 

The  case  does  not  therefore  appear  to  me  to  be  an  au-, 
thority  in  opposition  to  the  construction  I  have  given  this 
deedj  and  which  construction  appears  to  me  to  be  con- 
sistent with  the  correspondence  and  the  intention  of  the 
parties^  as  evidenced  hy  the  letters.    /*   r     :    & 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 


ii  • 


MEMORANDUM. 

IN  Michaelmas  Term,  183^,  John  Beames,  Esq.,  Robert 
Monsey  Rolfe,  Esq.,  and  Clement  Tudway  Swanston,  Esq., 
were  appointed  three  of  His  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in 
the  Law* 
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PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


ABATEMENT. 

See  Insolvent. 

ABATEMENT  OF  LE(?ACY. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee. 

ACCOUNT. 

l^eeVhJtk  A»j>  Plbaaino,.?.. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Practice,  1,  2. 
An  afiBdavit  cannot  be  referred  for 
impertinence  af^er  an  affidavit  in  an- 
swer to  it  has  been  filed.     Chimelli 
V.  Chauvet,  SS4 

AGISTMENT. 

See  Modus. 
Tithes. 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  Where  a  contract  is  entered  in- 
to for  the  purchase  of  an  estate  by 
certain  persons  in  their  own  names, 
but  in  fact  on  their  own  account  and 
also  as  agents  for  other  parties,  a  bill 
to  rescind  the  contract  may  be  filed 
in  the  names  of  the  agents  and  the 
other  parties.     Small  w,Atlwood^  407 

2.  Where  the  partners  in  a  company 
or  partnership  are  numerous,  a  bill 

VOL.  I.  u 


AGREEMENT. 

may  be  filed  by  some  of  the  partners 
on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other 
partners  to  rescind  the  contract,  in  a 
case  where  it  is  manifest,  from  thje 
circumstances,  and  the  evidence,  that 
it  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  partners 
that  the  contract  should  be  rescinded. 

Ibid. 

9,  A  contract  for'  the  sale  of  iron 
mines  was  rescindMiQn  the  ground 
of  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of 
the  value  of  the  estate,  and  of  the 
prices  of  ironstone  and  other  materia 
als,  and  of  the  quantities  of  materia 
als  required  for  the  manufacture  of 
iron,  notwithstanding  possession  had 
been  taken,  the  mines  worked,  and 
other  acts  of  ownership  had  been  ex- 
ercised, and  notwithstanding  some 
acts  in  confirmation  of  the  contract. 

Ibid. 

4.  On  the  sale  of  certain  iron-^ 
works,  200,000^.,  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, was  paid  to  the  vendor 
in  Bank  of  England  notes.  The 
same  notes  were  delivered  by  the 
vendor  to  his  stock-broker,  by  whom 
they  were  paid  into  his  (the  stock- 
broker's) banker's.  On  the  same  day 
the  stock-broker  purchased  a  sum  of 
1 92,766/.  8f .  9cf.  New  4/.  per  cenU 
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ANNUITY. 


BARON  AND  F£ME. 


Bank  Annuitiesy  fas  the  name  of  the 
vendor,  and  the  purphase.  money  for 
■uch  stock  wais  paid  hf  the  cheque  of 
the  stock-broker  or  his  bankers.    The 
stock  remained  in  the  name  of  the 
vendor,  and  linder  his  control,  for 
some  years,  tiken,  pending  a  suit  for 
setting  aside  ti^ .  sale  of  the  iron- 
works, on  the  ground  of  misrepresen- 
tation, the  vendsnr    transferred   the 
stock  into  the  name  of  his  mother. 
The  sale  of  the  iron-works  being  re- 
scincled,  on  the  gvound  of  misrepre-  I 
sentation  by  the  vendor,  an  injunction 
was  gpranted  to  restrain  the  transfer 
of  the  stock.     SmaU'^,  Attwaod^  507 
5.  When  a  contract  is  rescinded 
for  fraud  or  misrepresentatidh,  it  is 
tlie^Moi^ai  if  no  eontract  had  isvet 
existed,  and  the  parties  are  restored 
to  the  situaUoi»^m  i^4iel]^  they  were 
before  ikeoontHteti! as nelirly  as  pos- 
Mble.  '!         iM. 

AMENDMENT. 

ANNUITY, 

1.    An  anoifitj  was  granted  by 
deed  for  the  live^  of  the  several  per- 
sons named  in  the  deed,  and  the  lives 
and  life  of  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them ;  oae  ol  the  persons  on  whose 
life  theannttity  was  gnntedwas  nam- 
ed WiUismFukwur  Walker;  but,  in 
the  annuity  deedi  and  in  the  menv>- 
.ml/of-  the  aiUMiity*.  he.  wasf  named 
^jttUiBMi  Wfik€r9tAy>^-B€U,^  he 
hnw  7S«ffioiehtly  iMmsd.  vathim  i  the 
mraning  of  the.  toonity  iwt^  4S:Ga>. 
^i.c«  lil  |:.<nfl  thai  Ad  wywMorwliwas 
laidficitelb    JMkmw. Smi^  .   ao« 
<yjU.  Where  ai)  annmty  was.  sacai^ 
..by  a.diai(geitoii.fi(totaiA  stodta/  sftai^ 
kig  ID  ihfL  iumie«  of  triwteesv  8ad>  an 
.•BiigDtticiil  of  the  i  dividends  of  the 
•tdok,  l>attliisgnsn(ee.Q»itted  to.  give 
4X)iice  of  the  annuity  to  the  trusiees, 
tfaA.grantee  of  an  annviiy  aobs^ueni- 
hj^jgtfLvM  Will  prefrn^dko  fbt  gran- 
tee of  the  first  annuity.  Ibid. 


ANSWBR. 

Set  PsAcncE,  3, 4, 10, 14. 

1.  Where  an  aoawer-  is  put  in  by 
a  defendant  who  cani^  read  or  write, 
his  solicitor  swears  to  havingVead  the 
contents  of  the  answer  to  tibe  defen* 
dant,  ^uA  that  he  appeared  perfectly 
to'  understand  the  same,  and  thia  i» 
atated  in  the  jurat:  where,  therelbfer 
thejttrat  atpted  the  answvr  to  have 
been  read  ov^er  to  the  dtfendaat  by 
one  of  the  coBanissioners,  and  tkM  -die 
defendant  appeared  to  understand  it, 
the  answer  was  on  motion  taken  oW 
the  file  for  irregularity,  witb  eoata. 
AtUme^'Oeneral  v.  MaUm^         ^75 

2.  >  Anawer  taken  off  the  filt  for  tr« 
regularity,'  one  aki|i  only  out  4>f  atx 
sktRs  being  siloed  by  ^e  defendant. 
And  an  injunotion' being  moved  fov 
ontheanawerbehig^so  fakAi'^iff  the 
file,  it  w«B  grant^i  but  it  'was  dn 
rected  not  to  issue  if  tt»  ^efeitdittil 
should  sign  all  th^  skins,  and  re-swear 
the  answer  befim'iKe  rising  of  the 
Court.  Mcneaster  (Lord)  ▼.  Braiik* 
fvaiiCf  SS2 

APPROPRIATION^ 

jS^^TfTHBS. 

ASSETS. 
See  Pr.HA  amo  PSqbaoino. 

ASSIGNEE. 
^See  IirsoLVRVT. 

''ATfACHMENf.-'^    '•  = 

S&S  P&ACTICJB. 

''  ATf  ORNtf ;■ 
'  See  SpxioroB. 

A,ugTi09f;ER. 

See  REVBRsipxART  iMiBasaT. 
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BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 

See  Distringas. 

BARON.  AND  FEME. 

See  Will,  S. 
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Side  PLiA  Am  FLbAvitfo. 
Pracwics* 
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CoiurrUlb.of  ^wbang^  agsiiiat  a  per* 
aott  lawhoai ih^  had  heett  ladotnA 
and'dtlivmwAAur  the  purpoaool' ber 
Hk  ^MlKHintecU  and  against  seveval- 
Ii9lv«oil'byf^lioin  the  same  had  sub* 
quafMl^r^bcto  disotaDied  and  throilgb 
^bQBe.ibaoda  ihey  had  paascNii  sSA 
ali^Agifaitt  sevenilpenona,  th«  hold*' 
tTB'Df  the jBrve«al  biUs»  fot  the  deli- 
lieryntifif  .of  tfafe  several  btUaof  ex- 
change ^^and  an  injunciion  to  reatraiD 
pMUdMdJogs  by  the  aeveral  holdcrt. 
A;dtaainrer  by  the  hoUerof  ona:<^f 
tbb  falUa>  ior  vultifarimiaDesa^  and  abo 
fbi  «antjof.(^iiity^  was  ogrer-oruled* 

^'    »-'/''.    .'T  I    ./-■-   ■       '  ••.'■'.'       >  :. 

COMBMSBIOdfTO  iEt»AMINE 

See  VvMxm,  5, 7. 

COMPOSITION. 

8ie.  MoD«9« 
Tithes^ 

COMPT^QLI^R  OF  THE  PIPE. 

i^eeJSoLiciTo^. 

.    CO^TI^UCTfON. 


'  1     • 


'). 


Jl.lxJi 


J  J" 


^lerAKswEiu 

Practice;      '  ' 
SoLiatOR. 
TlTlTEs, «; 

.   CllOS^3iLL.<      t 
iS^e^PftAenc^;     '^   - 

CUSTOM. 

See  TitHES. 

CUSTOMARY  PAY fcTENfT; 

/>ie«  Modus.  .  ^ 
Tithes. 

DEEDS  AND  PAPEHS.      , 
See  PtoDucTXON  ov  deshs  avii  j?Aimil« 

DEMUHREB, 

Practice,  8. 

DEJ^QSITION* 

See  Practice. 

!WltK]SsS. 

DEVISE. 
SeeVftLU  ' 


/  •  » 


CONTEMPT.    , 

>See  Plea  and  Pleading,  2. 
«'  •'PbIcticb*  i    '  '  ' 

I  ■ 

CONTRACT. 


DISCOVERY. 

See  LxoAcv  aud  LxaATXSy  IS.  '  ' 
Plea  and  Plbadiho. 
Phactioe,  7*     ' 

1*  Where,  on  a  bitt  for  distevfary, 
Mh  iBJaDedon-to  reetraih  ptoeoBdkigs 
ab  larif  i»  graicud  uptO  aoawar  and 
fiirlbe^  atdeti  4m  che'  Us  iial  affldftvit, 
jeaiUlB,  tfaM,  if  die  defendant  in  equity 
w31  undertidce  to  admit,  omha'tnal 
of  the-  action  at  law,  alii  those  fiicts 
upan.  which  the  plaintiff' foubda  Us 
eqikity,  aod  oC  Whieh  he  seekB  a  dia- 
cOY^^  llie  Cdurt  will  disadvetibe 
inpinction  brfove  «nawef .  FUteher 
v.  Birch,  ftSt 

S;  DeDHirter  to  a  bill  far  diseo- 
▼er]^  our  the  gromid  that  the  prayer 
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EVIDENCE, 


FURTHER  DIRECTIONS. 


of  process  oontsined  words  adapted 
to  a  bill  for  relief — ^allowed,  ^m- 
hury  ▼.  Jones,  199 

DISTRINGAS. 

A  distringas  was  issued  against 
tlie  Bank  of  England^  and  senred  on 
the  proper  oflker,  with  a  notice  that 
it  was  Intended  to  prevent  the  trans- 
fer of  the  sum  of  stock  mentioned  in 
the  notice.  On  motion  to  discharge 
the  distringas,  on  the  ground  that  no 
bin  had  been  fiied,  it  appearing  from 
an  affidavit  that  the  distringas  had 
been  issued  with  a  view  to  subse- 
q^etitly  filing  a  bill  in  the  Court  of 
thamtery,  and  not  in  this  Court: — 
Hildy  that  the  writ  had  been  used  for 
a  purpose  which  the  Court  ought  not 
to 'sanction:  and  the  distringas  was 
discharged,  with  costs.  FeTlowes  v. 
The  Bank  of  England,  SS5 

ECCLESIASTICAL  SURVEY. 

See  Tithes. 

ENDOWMENT. 

See  Tithes. 

EVIDENCE. 

•  See  Modus. 
Tithes. 
I  1,  An  accotint^book  of  a  former 
▼|car  produced  by  a  witness  who  d^ 
pf^sed  that  be  had  reoeiyed  it  fromliis 
aunt,  who  resided  with  his  father, 
wb(0  was  the  son.o£  th^  vicar ^  and 
that  he  had  frequently  seen  the  bDok 
in  his  aunt's  possession,  and  had 
h^rd  her  say  it  belonged  to  his 
gr/sndfatber:— *H^^,  not  to.be  admis-^ 
sihie  evidence.  Thompson  y.Perry^ 
man,  .     >A97\ 

2.  An  occupier  of  lands  in  the 
parish,  but  wlio  fa^/been  ^amtned 
as  a  witness  ba  both  sides, .proved 
the  hand-writing  of  the  plaintiff  (the 
vicar)  to  receipu  for  moduses.  An 
objection  to  his  evidepce  on  the  ground 
of  interest  was  over-ruled.  Ibid. 


S.  Receipts  giveo  by  tte  parish 
clerk  for  the  use  .of  the  vicar,  for 
small  tithes,  the  hand-writing  of  the 
parish  derk  being  proved,  wefe  re- 
jected as  evidence,  on  the  ground 
that  the  parish  clerk  was  living,  and 
his  agency  for  the  vicar  could  not  be 
inferred,  but  must  be  provied.     Und* 

4.  A  defendant  who  was  a  trustee, 
and  as  such  an  accounting  party  with 
his  co-trustees^  was  examined  as  a 
witness: — Held,  t)iat  the  circum- 
stance  of  his  having  been  examined 
did  not  prevent  a  decree  being  made 
against  him  and  his  eo^f  ustees,  na 
objection  to  the  decree,  being  made 
by  him.    Hultan  v.  Sandys,         60£ 

EXCEPTIONS. 

See  PaacncE,  3, 13« 
1.  Where  exceptions  are  set  down 
for  argument,  a  rule  must  be  served 
on  the  same  day,  for  the  argument  of 
the  exceptions  on  the  day  of  excep-^ 
tions  which  shall  first  happen  af^r 
four  days  from  the  filing  of  the  ex- 
ceptions. Foley  V.  CarUm^  8B2I' 
:  2.  Where  ex!ceptit>ns  to  an  answer 
are  set  down  to  be  argued,  the  defend*' 
ant  may  obtain  the  previous  order  twti( 
days  before  they  are  actually  argned,- 
and  need  not  obtain  the  order  two^ 
days  before  the  day  for  whidi  they^ 
are  set  down  to  be  argued.  Ja^  ^J 
Ruscoe,        '  5M 

EXECUTOR. 

See  Plea  akd  Pleadinq. 


FORFEITURE. 
See  Welsh  Mortoaoe. 


u\l 


FRAUD;      ' 

See  Ap&BSMSKT, 

FRADULENT  CONVEYANCE. 

See  AOREEXEKT. 

■ 

FURTHER  DIRECTIONS. 
See  Pjiactice,  15. 
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»-'-     ItliB^AL  WAGER. 

^  See  PlfiA  AND  PtiADiifC. 


^    «    •  •  >  i  Arf    I 
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^  ILttTTERATE  PER^N; 

^  i  '  *'  * '  *  See  'Practice,  S,  4'. 

n        '  ffifPROPRIATOH;^'  « 

o     ^    iNCLOSURE.AGT. 


V  '      I 


INJUNCTION, 

See  Anbwsr,  2, 

PRAGTICfi. 

INSOLVEOT. 

Tlie  aSth  section  of  the  insolvvnt 
9Ut  7  Gee.  4,  e.  57^  wiach  e^cta, 
ibatt  where  an  assignee  shall  die  or  .be 
removed,  or  a  new  assignee  nktil  be 
appointed,  no  action  or  auit  ahaH  be 
abated;  but  the  Courti  on  suggestion 
of  such  death  or  resioval  and  new  ap* 
poiatment,  may  allow  the  name  or 
namea  of  the  surviving  or  new  aaaig- 
nee  or  assignees  to  be  substituted  in 
the  place  of  the  former;  applies  only 
to  cases  in  which  the  assignee  is  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  where  he  is  a  defen- 
dant, and  does  not  authorise  the  sub- 
stitution of  the  name  of  the  new  pro- 
visional assignee  as  a  defendant  in  lieu 
of  the  former  provisional  assignee  of 
die  Court*  Bminbrigge  v.  fi/ocr,  9S6 

INTERROGATORIES. 
See  PaAOTica,  11. 

IRREGULARITY. 
,  , .  .    See  Answrr,  L 
Practice. 


ISSUE. 

See  Modus. 

i  TiTHis. 


JOINT' STOCK  COMPAWYt 

"See  Agreem£KT, 

JUDGMENT  DEBT, 
See  Plea  aki>  Pleadwo,  5. 

'         LAMB. 

r--  •  »  '  .ySidtf-MoD'DS.  • 
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.-     TiTHBS.  . 

LEGACY  AND  LEGATEE, 


,f 


/  •  f 


i      t  .• 


.  See  \V|LL»3«  4.  t 
,  1  A  testatorbyhisiirillbequeat^cid. 
^, legacy .  to  a  pejfpn  Jbetween  whoi% 
aud  hinis^^lf  a(H#o^^{ba<l  8ubsiste<),ii 
oa  CQi^dilion  9f  ^he  legatee's  executijo^ 
to  his  expcutera  a  general  releasee^ 
ail  claims  and  demands.    The  legyitee 
executed  the  release.     It  subsequent- 
ly appeared  that  the  assets  were  in- 
sufficient for  the. payment  of  all  the 
legacies: — Heldf  that  the  legatee  waa 
not,  by  executing  the  release,  (it  not 
being  established  that  any  debt  was 
actually  due  to  him),  a  purchaser  of 
his  legacy,  so  as  to  avoid  an  abate* 
ment  with  the  other  legatees.    Da* 
vies  V.  Bnshf  941 

2  Bill  by  legatees,  whose  legacies 
were  charged  on  real  estates,  for  a 
discovery  and  production  of  a  deed, 
by  which,  as  it  was  alleged,  the  real 
estates  were  limited   to  uses,  under 
which  the  testator  was  tenant  in  tail 
onl^,  but  from  which,  as  the  plaintiflfk^ 
insisted,  it  would,  if  produced,  appear^ 
that  a  small  portion  only  of  the*  es- 
tates were  so  settled,  and  that  bf  the 
residue  the  testator  was  seised  'In 
fee.     I>emumeiv--on  the  ground  that ' 
the  deed  in  question  related  to*  the' 
deltmdant^s  title,  and  that  the  phiiti^ 
tii&  had  no  intei^est  in  it — alibied. 
fVilson  V.  FarsUr,  1^80 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

.  •     »• 

LIEN. 

*  See  Costs.  ' 
Solicitor. 
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MQUa& 


UMITATiONS,  STATUTB  OF. 

See  MoRTOAOOK  and  Moktoaoee. 

MARRIAGE  ACTT. 
Site  PjiEA  amp  Plsadino,  d,  1 0. 

MEMORANDA.  145«a49,261,S06, 

MILK. 

See  Modus. 
Tithes. 

MODUS. 

iS«^  TiTHBS.    . 

1,  Evidenee  of  rep0ta|ipn»  ft«  t0 
tb£  pagriDewi  of  a  larai  jnodiis>  is  io«- 
admisBiblcw  oa  the  .grotind  that  hear*-  ; 
say  e¥i4(»3ce  i«  not  admieAibl^  on.  a  ' 
qneatioo,  of  priv.ate  right.  Aod  there*- 
fore,  and  in  obedience  to  tfaia  rule> 
ibe  evidence  of  oM  peraooa*  Mfho  de- 
posed to  having  lusard  .tbmr  parenta 
and  rebtiona,  and  odier  persona  since 
djfad^  a^te  that  a  certain  fiuitv  aaodva 
«(aa  payable  in  reapectof  a  partienter 
famii  vaa  rejected*.  ,Lm^<Me  v. 
HeaUm$  M 

,    Where  ceiilaia  paymema,  idleged  to 
be  (arm  nvoduses^  were  pxioved  by 
IieiriAiw  who  had  kaovn^  tbafaiwf  finr. 
maay  yeanii  abmeof  them  mofe  than 
half  a  cepturyt  aqd  who  htfd  laclMaily  i 
^icpupied  the  farms,  to  haive  been  uni- 
.&iTBy  jpH  to  the  reelor,  in  lieu  arid 
aa^iaetioii  of  tbe^tichea  alkged.to  be. 
iwv^y^  by  the  inodiw0i:~<£(rU^  thati 
the  moduses  were  x>ot  ap  ciMrly  dia-! 
.  proved  by  several  terriers,  signed  byi 
.chefCCtor»  churehwandensi.mid.inha- 
Mtasta*  containing  entrjies.to.  the  £bl-; 
blowing  effect-^'*  T}lk€jrenU.dmi  ta 
ike  rector,  951.  16$.  lOd."    "  The 
iiihee  due  io  the  rector  are  email  tithes^ 
.  JSaster  ijferingefa*dgreai  titheetfor 
mUch  loit  a  compoeition  tithe  rent 
throughout  the  parieh  is  at  present 
pajii  to  the  rector*'r—  aa  to  authorize 
the  Court,  sitting  in  equity,  to  over- 


rule Jtfaencwl' to  disregard  >tlie  evi^' 
dence  of  usage  upon  which  they  were 
founded;  and,  the  terriers  being  evi* 
doitiy  ierroneoua  intsome  partindsss, 
the  Court  refused  a  decree  for  an  ac- 
count of  tithes  in  land,  but  offered 
thexeetor  an  issue,,  or  to  retBiA*hia 
bill  for  A  year,  widi  liberty  .to  briiig 
an.action.    >  '  /Mf 

S.  Where,  terriers  staae  dbe  lactor 
to  be  e»»Med  ao.she.niaaU.titkea  of 
the.pamh,  the.ezpmasioa  ia-  so  gtne* 
xal  and  indefinite  aa  not  to  eschide 
the  poasibility  of  theexiatenceof  omh 
ney  payiSMita  in  lieu  of  ^thevamaU 
ttthea;  and  theretee,  where  lerneBS 
so  stated,  but  she  pnrol  testivoifty 
proved  money  paynientai  for  qeaaly  i 
century  back,  ULikni  of  certaia sinall 
tithes,  a  decree  J*qi  .  liihea  in  kind  of 
those  .articles  wiAl:e£ttsed,,Bnd;the 
rector  left  t»  an  issue  mr  aduon^.JML 
4u  A  modus  o£:eoe'.eg|^ibr.every 
hen,  and  twp  eggs  icr  eamtf  c^dn, 
kept  on  the.fann>  of  die  ooeaipiet,  » 
lieu  and  aatisfactieo  of  Ae  tkhea  o£ 
the  eggs  prodaoed  6y  suck  Asm^Md 

void*  I  .  ^)Ihid. 

i6..'Ina  suit  for  tithes^  the  >defen- 
dantaaik^ed.that  ihcir.sevetaliibiwK 
farmed  parta.of  a  daatiicfc  of  iand4if 
.oonsideiableektenti:AiBwhidi  distaet 
a  modus  was  payable  in  lieu  of  tidbea* 
The '  deTendantaf  \bf}  thein.  adsiters, 
and  in  achedaiea  i^a-napaoaaneMd 
tberelm  eteted^-and   described ^cbe 
boundarieaand  abuHala  of  the.  dis- 
trict of  land,  «m1  idea  of  dieir  aaveral 
farma,  aa  campreheaded.  within  that 
dialriot.    Wiinefaea  wiere  .exanaioed 
with,  reference  to  the  bonndarioi,  who 
proved  the  gen«nd ,  acotra^  of  the 
,  maps  anneaedit^theilmawera  of  4he 
defendants;  butdepoaed,  that,  to  their 
belief^  three;  small  dosea  of  land  (no 
pact  of  the  fiurms  of  any  of  the  defen- 
dana)  which.weieatst«l  by  the  maps 
to  be  within  the  district,  jwece  not  in 
fact  within  the  district  :--^e^  that 
this  discrepancy,  was  not  sufficient  to 
destroy  the  modus;  and  that,  if  it 
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were,  ^li  it  would  be  necemry  >to 
horve'the  opinion  of  a  jury  as  to  the 
attamtf  of  thenwpsy  and  the  descrip* 
tioiisiiitiieanswera.  Euddy.Wrigkt^ 

147 

-#.'  -Where  defendants  who  had 
pleaded  certain  farm  fBodnses,  in  lien 
of'  the  ikbes*  of  their  refpectiTe  farmay 
proVed,  by  a  series  of  terriert  and 
▼fears'  reeeifMSf  the  payment'  and  ac- 
eeptaaoe,>^  ab6at  a  oetittnry  bAck, 
e>f«theaeiwnd  aams*  alleged  fay-thetti 
to^bomoduses^  m  satisfibction'of  die 
tithes*  of  tends,  calfed  in  the  terriers 
aad^veceipts  by  the  same  names  asthe 
iaraisx>f  the  defendants;  and  also 
proved  that  tithes  in  kind  had  never 
been  paid  or  demanded  for  such 
lands;  yet,  tJtk  defendants  not  having 
by  thifcir  answers,  nor  by  evidence^  ! 
distihedy  desiiribed  and  established 
the  bonndaries  of  dieiv  respeetive 
fyLrmz-^HM,  that  the  defence  of 
modus-  coald  not  be  supported.  But, 
in  decreeing  an  account  of  the  tithes, 
the  Court  expressly  directed  that  the 
decree  should  be  without  prejudice  to 
the  defendants'  making  use  of  the 
same  de^oe  iM;  k  fnture  time^  \n  case, 
on*  further  im{«iry,  they  should' be. 
«ble  to  distinguish  the  actual  bounda- 
ries of  their  farms.  Raddv.  Cham'  [ 
piofff  173 

7  'In  a' suit  by  the  rector  fokr  tithes, 
the  defendants  pleaded  a  modus  as: 
covering  their  lands,  as  part  of  a  dis*' 
trict  or  tract  of  land  called  Altesky^ 
Park :  the  defendants,  in  support  of 
their'  defence,  proved  the  boundaries 
of  the  district,  and  proved  by  terriers, 
rectors'  books,'  and  ether  documents, 
and  also  by  parol  testimony,  *  the 
existence  of  the  payment  as  a  modus 
for  the  district  for  upwards  of  liO 
years.  The  rector  gave  in  evidence 
Pope  Nkholai  Taxation,  various  in- 
quisitions and  surveys,  in  which  the 
rectory,  and  the  district  in  respect  of 
whidi  the  modus  was  pleaded,  were 
estimated  at  values  wholly  inconsis- 


MODUS; 
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teiit  and  itrto>ikiliiU6  With  the  dsdsti- 
ence  of  the  ^leged  modus  :-r«/7e^, 
that  the  rankness  of  the  modus,  as- 
compared  with  the  value  stated  in  the 
antient  documents,  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient  ground  to  disturb  so  antient  a 
payment  without  an  issue.  And  an 
issae  being  accordingly  triads  and -K 
verdict  £mmd  for  the  defendants, 
thereby  establishing  the  modus: — 
Heldy  aAer  verdicti  that  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  consider  the  weight  due  to 
the  documentary  evidence  jnoduced 
by  the  rector,  and  whether  it  ascribed 
to  the  rectory  and  the  district  their 
actual  value  at  the  time,  or  whether 
that  evidence  bore  intetnal  marks  of 
its  being  erroneous  in  those  respects. 
And  an  application  for  a  new  tibial,  cH 
the  gi^und  that  such  c^msideratibn  of 
fh«  evidifince  ought  not  to'Miv6  been 
left  to  the  jury,  Was  refused.  ^Bf&e 
V.  Beek,  '    m 

8  A  district  modus  of  4^;'(br  h^y 
and  agistment  waepleaded^'^yiibte 
by  the  owners  br  occupiers « of  laa€ 
wiMnthat  district;  but  iv  Was'S^ 
sibted  by  the  answer,  and  'prs^d  •  bv 
die  evidence,  that  the  modashad'Uiil- 
fbrmly  been  paid  by  the  owner  alid 
obeupiers  of 'twd -cloi^'  wMiiiiUhe 
district: — HM,  tbatiab«tti<»diii)niiiU 
be  paid  and^  payables  by  tb^se^wiHMMlt 
protects,' diis  ciHeomstaneenifotrtii  be 
fkal  to  the  modiis,  untestf 'eteplained, 
which  it  wss  in  the  preaent  eqse;  by 
the  fact  of  two  clotes  being  ^m4d 
so  have  been  idbtted  to^pavticmar^vi- 
diVidnals  in  i^,  en*ooadili6rt'df*lli«ir 
sitisfyiog  th^  modes.  (Mtoofi'^v. 
GUke,       '■'.'■-'  =./oi<|4 

9.  Where  a  modus  was^plesded^ns 
cevering  tithe  ef  Imy  and  agiMttteilt, 
and  mahv  receipts  fbr-tlieiMo<feas^AJttre 
produced^  ill  some  of  whicbit  *#as 
stated  to  be  paid  in-  h'eu  of  tltbe^hey, 
and  in  others,  in  lieu  of  the  fithe^-fta^ 
and  joistige;  and  there  wespa^ol  evi* 
dence  of  reputation  that  the  payment 
covered  both  hay  and  agistment,  the 
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Court  would  not  decree  an  account  of 
the  tithe  of  agistmeut,  but  left  the  vi- 
car to  an  issue.  IbuL 
,   10.  A  township  modus  of  4/.  was 
set  up  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  com  and 
grain.     It  appeared  from  a  grant  in 
the  time  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  that  the 
then  extended  value  of  the  tithes  of 
the  parish,  which  comprised  ten  other 
townships  besides  the  one  in  ques- 
tion, was  10/.  only,  the  entire  quan- 
tity of  land  comprised  in  the  parish 
Ipeing  8090  acres,  and  the  quantity 
contained  in  the  particular  township, 
600.      From  the  evidence    in    the 
cause,  the  modus  appeared  to  have 
been  paid  and  received  for  upwards 
of  150  years,  though  there  was  some 
discrepancy  in  the  evidence,  whether 
the  modus  covered  hay  only,  or  hay 
and  com: — Held,    that    the    value 
stated  in  the  grant  was  not  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  actual  value,  and  that 
the  question  of  rankness,  and  also  the 
question  as  to  what  the  modus  cover- 
ed, were  properly  questions  for  the 
consideration  of  a  jury ;  and  an  issue 
was  accordingly  directed.    Redetdale 
(Lord)  V.  Walby,  ftOft 
1 1 .  A  modus  of  1  Ss.  4d.  was  plead- 
ed as  Disable  on  the  first  Sunday  af- 
ter old  St.  MichaeFs  day^  by  the  oc- 
cupiers of  lands  within  the  township 
of  A.  and  the  township  of  B,;  of 
which  the  occupiers  in  A,  contributed 
and  paid  10^.,  and  the  occupiers  of 
lands  in  B,  contributed  and  paid  3«. 
4cl.,,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  hay  and 
grass  in  and  throughout  the  town- 
ships, and  which  modus  had  been  ac- 
customed to  be  paid  on  the  altar  table 
of  the  parish  church.    The  payment 
was  supported  by  several  antient  ter- 
riers, but  which  only  stated  tbe  IZs. 
M,  as  payable  for  the  townships  ofA» 
and  £,,  without  referring  to  any  con- 
tribution:— Heldf  that  the  modus  as 
pleaded  was  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence,; that  the  contribution  was  a 
privateafr^gement  between  the  tdwd- 


ships,  by  whidi  the  vicar  was  not 
bound;  and  that  he  had  bis  reosedy 
against  any  part  of  both  townships  for 
the  entire  modus*  Warriagton  v. 
Sadler,  283 

12.  A  modus  was  pleaded  at  pay« 
able  by  the  occupiers  of  lands  witlus 
two  townships;  the  external  boiu4iiT 
ries  of  both  tbe  townships  weredeav* 
ly  and  distinctly  made  out  in  evi- 
dence, but  tbe  witnesses  deposed  tfmt 
the  lands  in  the  two  townihipa  were 
intermixed,  and  could  not  be  distill 
guished : — Heldf  that  the  booadariea 
were  sufficiently  proved*  .  IlnJL 
13*  In  a  suit  for  tithe  of  hi^^  the 
occupier  pleaded  a  raodiis  of  M.  att 
acre,  at  Eoiter,  for  and  in  lieu  and 
satisfaction  of  the  tithe  T>f  hay  oo  an* 
tient  meadows,  and  went  on  to  state 
that  such  modus  of  2d.  an  acre,  ia 
lieu  of  tithe  of  hay,  was  meant  and  in* 
tended  to  cover,  and  in  fact  covered, 
tithe  of  agistment  of  all  cattle  depas- 
tured on  the  antient  meadows  there- 
after until  Candlemas  in  each  year; 
but,  if  the  antient  meadow  lands  were 
depastured  after  Candlemm$t  and  be* 
fore  they  were  laid  up  to  be  mown, 
then  tithe  in  kind  of  agistment  became 
payable  to  the  vicar.  The  evidence 
went  to  establish  the  modus  of  2J. 
an  acre  for  tithe  of  hay  of  anuent 
meadows,  but  n.ot  the  agistment:-^ 
Held,  that,  as  dthe  of  agistfnent  vii 
not  claimed  in  this  cause,  the  Vartatibtf 
in  the  modus  as  proved,  and  as  hm 
in  the  answer,  was  not  fatal  to  the 
defence;  but  that  it  might  be  treated 
as  if  the  modus  proved  had  beetf 
pleaded  as  a  modus  for  tithe  of'hay 
only.   Pope  v.  Fatthing,  268* 

14.  A  modus  oi  \0t.  a  year  was 
payable  to  an  impropriate  rector^  in 

.  lieu  of  all  the  tithes  of  a  farm^  to, 
which  farm  were  appurtenant  rigfatr 
of  common  in  two  several  town^ips; 
B.  and  C.  Under  an  inclosure  act;' 
to  which  the  improfiriatot'  was  k  pkrty ' 

the  comm(ni  lands  in  the  iowtai^itT 
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B.  were  incloied,  and  aHotments 
made  to  the  impropriator,  in  lieu  of 
all  tithea,  moduBes,  prescriptions,  and 
customary  payments.  The  act  direct- 
ed, that,  when  the  allotments  should 
be  made  to  the  impropriator,  all 
tithes,  moduses,  prescriptions,  and 
twstemary  payments  should  cease, 
and  be  for  ever  extinguished.  By  a 
contemporaneous  act,  to  which  the 
impropriator  was  not  a^  party,  the 
common  lands  in  the  township  of  C 
were  also  inclosed: — Heldt  that,  the 
impr<qnriator  being  only  entitled  to  a 
modus  in  respect  of  the  farm  and  the 
«(Nnmons  appurtenant,  and  the  modus 
hiving  been  extinguished  under  the 

E revisions  of  the  first^mentioned  act, 
e  was  not  entitled  to  tithes  of  the 
allocments  made  in  respect  of  the 
larm  under  the  other  act*  J€u:k»on 
v«  Daugiatt  $91 

MONASTERY. 

See  Tithes. 


MOBTGAGOR  AND  MORTGA- 

.^''^  "     -GEE. ' 

'   See  Welch  MoRtaAOE. 

.... 

•  ^«  and  Bsf  his  wife,  being  sei- 
zed in. fc^  in  right  of  B.pof  a  free- 
bold  estfitCi  in  IJfitt  execute  a  mort- 
gjige.ja  (e^  to  C^,  st^^j^ct  to  redemp- 
tion ;iy,.^«4:iiij«,  heirs,  and  ossigMtWad 
levy  a  fine  to  the  use  of  Cf.  in  fee, 
subject  to  redemption  as  aforesaid. 
A,  and  B,^  in  1 765,  convey  the  e(|uity 
9f  redemption  to  C.^  in  coiisideration 
(^  the  money, du&  on  the  mortgage 
aH)4  a  further  sum;  but  no  further 
fine  is  levied.  £.,  the  wife,  died  in 
1780,  leavii^  A^  her  husband,  and 
D,  her  son  and  heir.  A.^  the  hus- 
band, died  in  pec.  1809,  and  in  Nov, 
1829,  (being  twenty  years  within  a 
month  from  A,*s  death),  the  assignees 
of  f)ff  the  son,  iiled  a  bill  for  redemp- 
tipn  of  th/e  mortgaged  premises.    A  ' 
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plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  21 
Jac.  1,  c.  16,  was  over-ruled  without 
prejudice  to  the  defendants'  insisting 
by  answer  on  the  benefit  of  the  sta- 
tute.    Ravaid  v.  Rtusellt  9 

NEW  TRIAL. 
See  Modus. 

ORDERS,  GENERAL,  145,  889. 

ORDER   FOR    TIME    TO    AN- 
SWER. 

See  Practice,  10. 

PARISH. 

See  Tithes. 

PARTIES. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading.        , 

PENALTY. 
See  Plxa  and  Plbadivck 

PLEA  AND  PLEADING. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  tithes,  the  defen-^ 
dants,  having  suggested  simony  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  exhibited  in- 
terrogatories for  the  examination  of  a 
gentleman  who  had  been  solicitor'  to 
A,  B.,  the  owner  of  the  advowsoh| 
and  who  had  sold  the  next  presenta- 
tion to  the  person  by  whom  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  presented!  The  witr 
hess  demurred  generally  to  answering 
the  interrogatories,  without  the  coix^ 
sent  of  A.  B,,  assigning  as  a  reasoti^ 
that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  ma(; 
ters  inquired  afler  by  the  interroga- 
tories, except  such  as  he  had  deriyecif 
from  being  the  solicitor  of  A.  B, 
Tlie  demurrer  was  overruled  as  too 
general,  but  the  witness  was  allowed 
to  object  to  any  particular  inquiries, 
by  stating  that  they  were  communi-^ 
cated  to  him  by  his  client,  and  that^ 
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he  had  aa  Amowledge  ibareo^  except 
ft^na  Moh  conHnuaicftlioBw  LomdaU 
v«  H£uU}n,  72 

2.  if.  and  &,  his  wantyi  gave  to? 
C«  a  joint,  and  aeveral  pfomiaaery 
note,  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  mo- 
ney. C  brought  separate  actaont 
agawoat  A.  and  B,  for  payment  of  the 
money  made  payable  by  &e  note,an4 
recovered  judgment  in  both  actions; 
andi  hanring  katwd  eiiecatioii  againat 
Bn  the  surety,  the  debt  and  costs  were 
paid  bjJF  B,  Theadroinjatimtrix  otB. 
afterwards,  filed  a  hiil'  agafais^  A*  and 
C.«  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
assignment  of  the  judgment  ob^ned 
Inru.f^inat^M  the.principalrdebton 
To  thia  biU,  ^»«  the  principul  debiori 
demurred.for.  want  of  equity,  ohieSy 
on.thegcoutod  that  the  judgment  was 
aatisfied  at  I9W,  and  thatmo  efibctual 
assignment  could  be  made  of  it. 
The  Court  declined  to  decide  the 
pomt  on  demurrer,  as  it  might  be 
brought  before  -  the  Court  of  law  by 
act r^  Jacia$^  or  in  audUa^  queK€la ;  and 
overruled  the  demunrer.  Dmfbiggm 
V*  Baumet  111 

i9.  Bills  of  exchange  i^ere  accepted 
by  yi*»  for  the  accpmnsodation  of  i/r, 
who,,  beiuig  poe  of  the  executors  of 
C-i  mA  having,  ponsid^rable  :sums  of 
money  'v^  his  bands  be]oogiog..to.  CV 
estate»  which  were  deposited  in  a  box 
in  B,*$  possession,  discounted  such 
bills  with  the  monies  belonging  to  C,*s 
estate,  by  taking  out  of  the  box  the 
requisite  amount,  deducting  the  dis* 
count,  and  at  the  same  time  placing 
the  bills  in  the  box: — Held,  that  B. 
could  not  sever  bis  character  of  an 
accommodation  holder  of  the  said 
bills,  from  his  character  of  executor, 
ao  as  to  enable  him  and  his  co-execu- 
tors to  sue  as  indorsees  of  the  bills  of 
exchange  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion.     V.  Adams.  117 

4.  Where  an  action  was  brought 
on  bonds,  and  a  .cognovit  was  given 
in  the  action,  and  judgment  entered 
up  for  tlie  principal  and  interest  then 


iiat:*^lkH  that  It  s#as  'notoompei* 
tent  to  she  repvesentaiivea  of  <theob- 
Ug«V  at  the  dsitanoe^  ten  years  a^ 
tarwarda^'in  a  auitfnr  the  admujMtWH 
tion  of  tho  fddigor's  assets,  le  ques- 
tion thevttlMlity  of  the  bonda  or  the 
gmund  of  «sary.  BirringUm  v. 
Etantf  lB7ft 

•  5«  b^'SheacknimstratioBof  assets^ 
hrtarcBSis  not  allowed  00  ia  jadgmenv 
iM>t,  menly  on^the  grohnd  duii  iho 
ereditor  «ha8  fteen*  prevented  .'iroiif 
Mddami^  mnoilable  iw  joilgiaent  by 
the  decree  and  pfooeedingli  fas  ttie 
sditf  tfaongh'^  .debt  may-  byihoas 
mehna^  teve^been  ifMibeU  »ff«ii«  him 
for  stvieral  yeans.  .  f  *  -^  t.  • /ML 
^6«.  k-te  eempelent'^to  a  creditor 
filiiig«  hill  on^  behalf  •fhimMf  and 
aU>  other,  itiie  ciedkurs  of  a^eataMvJ 
tOfteaapiTWBSBe  tbetaoM,  and  ^diaiaisA 
the  bitt;  and  in  such  a  oase'aftnd 
brought  into  Court  by  the  «xeootdii 
wifl,  with  the  eooBent  df  the  exeeiH 
tors,  be  paid  to  the  plaindfib;  fF«ui 
V.  WeiimU,    ^  fl05 

7l  Where  an  aniwiar  sets  up  an  acS- 
cdunt  stated:  and  aetll0d,.aid  each  ae«- 
count  \k  proved'Onlhe  para  of -the 
defendant,  .arid  is  not  in « any  aoaniiei' 
impeached  by  the  plai^tiflr,  therbill  is 
dismissed  with  cosu,  as  of  comrse. 
Bndo  V.  CaUhanh  806 

8.  Bill  by  an  ecclesiatioal  rector 
against  an  occupier,  for  an  account  of 
tithes;  the  defendant,  by  his  answer, 
not  only  insisted  on  a  modus,  but  al- 
leged that  the  plaintiff  was  aimoni»- 
cally  presented,  «id  stated  certain 
facts  as  evidence  thereof.  The  occn- 
pier  aflerwards  filed  his  cross  bill 
against  the  rector,  to  establish  die 
modus,  and  for  a  discovery  of  vaiioua 
matters  with  reference  to  the  pur- 
chase of  the  advowson  by  the  rector's 
fiither,  and  calculations  made  of  the 
value  of  the  tjthea  and  moduses;  a 
lease  alleged  to  have  been  granted  by 
the  preceding  incumbent  to  the  rec- 
tor's father;  and  the  eoUection  of  the 
tithes  and  moduses  by  the  plaintiff 
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BBcl  hnf«ihec^rmg»fthe  jaotanbeBcy. 
of  die  pnceding  raotor..  The  rector 
b^  hni-Aiisirer  steled  tiiet  the  maMn 
dunked  tQK.Ae;oesupi0r'sinU^.aadta 
whiiSh  he  .nk^uUedAo.make  aiMwsr»: 
woiddv  if  flCMOieaied^  fomiah  «videiioe 
or  lesd  lo  evidence  in  Mpport  of.  the 
ebsrge  of  simony,  or  would  tiA  thd 
proof  .oC  tW  ebeige,  axid  would  sub- 
ject thn  defcndaBi  to  fimfekure  .and 
pcaiaktfis. .  ifiaa^epdona  being  takettio 
ihe  I  ansimMr .  £»t  insntficiency^  thejy 
were^;<n  axgtiiBeht,  oYomded^on  tbe 
gmuad  that  t  a  patty  pieteetmg  hiaoF* 
adlf  boat  a  diaco^eiy  wkich  auy  «ab« 
jeet^  him  to  a.pendtyv  ia  natiioBod  to 
answer  a  single  link  in  the  chain  of 
evidence.:*  AtdAoiiT**''  ■'  '^  ,308 
9.  Pleadfi«eeia9iiej:«afioii|i/e  laa 


biU  for,  dower,  avening  thati  the  d^ 
fendantsjbad  bean  anferaacdi  and  be* 
Kcnred*  that  the  phuatiff  lind.  hev  alleg* 
ed  iboebandiihad  nat'bcen*  UmBa&f 
maraiadct^-fieU,  tni  be  a  gtiod  pba^ 
toad  tJillo wed.    PooksrjBvole^'  BAl 
•~«'10.  Two  minors  were  .taamed  in 
JMnarfffK^hSiJty  beeaae^  n^itbout 
oonaani,  obtained;  onr  tke^  oaabof  fitt 
lOan  tbafebotkareraof  age«. ;  They>oB^ 
habited  untii^-JiR■e«  Iftbfi,  when^the 
iptewaacompeiled  to  qmt  tbeihaoae 
wbeise.tfaay  nsidad^'.  fbr  /roianodact, 
faun  which  time  theyv^Kired^apart  ai>- 
tik'tbe  ideaib^F>ikenman*iniiOc<^^, 
:1i8J7p..  There  iwaa.tevtdeaoe'of'i  10^ 
,featod:deelaration^>byihe  man^  after 
4|ie:  sepasatian,  that  tbe  woman  was 
iM  bia lawfulwilei and ibathe  would 
Dott  IWe  .'Wttb  bcr*    Xbeie  > wns  ^ also 
enfidenoet  of  bvwaBBantriisaned'bytbe 
jpSPrish  tiffieets  ■  ag^init  *  the- '  mam  lor 
Blon^<  expendedfin-'tupport'of  the 
woknarirbttt  iwhidb  appeared  .to>  have 
bean  paid  by  the  rdationaof  the  man, 
whether^  or  -dot  by  bia  deilirev  onoot 
of  his  funds, /dad  not  exaody  appear: 
--rififofc^iithatitfaeae  parties  did  net 
iir^b  togdher^as.  man  and  t  wife  until 
.the  dsEitb  of  (he  man,  within  the 
meaning,  of  •the  stat.  8  Oeoi  4^1  e*  75, 


11.  A  de^Nidant,  m  whom  a  legal 
estate  *ia  vested  aa  a  tlrascee,  and  who 
has  permitted  his  name  to  be  used  by 
bia  co-defe)Miaaits  in  an  action  of  eject- 
loentyond  nko'in  a  bill  filed  itf -ano- 
dier  •Court,  and  who  joined  in  tbe 
same  answer  with  the  other  defto^ 
daau,  has-  Qot  such  an  interest  aa  tb 
preclude  hkn-lroro  being  eaamihed 
for  the  iDther  diefeadanis  in  eertam  is« 
saea  directed  by  die  Court,    Fleieker 

18.  Pkaof  a-fonner  suitandde^ 
ereeoigiiod  and  iar^led  in  the  OooM 
of  Ohi^&n^^  m  respect'  fo  the  sam^ 
tnatiieirsv  allowed,  though  theblU  in 
Uio  Court  of  ChoMtry  was  dismis^'^ 
not  on  the  merits,  but  for  waiit  df 
evideoeeii    JoneM  v.  Nixen^         '850 

18.  A  fool  race  is  witbia  the  Ml; 
^Ann€i  e<  14,  intituledft  *'Aa  aet  ftne 
tbe  better  piaventing  of  excesliitfo  end 
dteeitfol  gaming."  Purhe^  v.  AU 
e^hs    •'  801 

.  *  }4«  i^.,  having  engaged  to  ititl-4 
foot  race  for  1000/.,  previ^  on;^. 
and  C.  to  advaaoo  the  moa^^  refqu?^-^ 
ed  for  making  good  the  stakes;  "and 
k  i»  agreed  by  llie  three  that  bets 
diall  Im  made  bjr  B%  and  C%  oa  A^^ 
and  that  the  winnmgs  and  lossesslkli 
be  borne  by  all  three.  A*  loAte  th^ 
race,  and  B:  and  C  pay  on'  acooriiA 
of  tbomselves  aad  A.  tbe  bees  lest. 
A,  executes'  to  B*  and  C.  a  mortgage 
for  the  amount  of  his  share  Of  the 
money  so  paid  by  them,  and  sbbs^ 
quentiy  sella  the  estate  to  them,:  for 
a  consideration  of  which  the  money  so 
due  to  them  forms  pare  Bill  by  ifae 
son  of  A*  praying  a  declaration  tliot 
he-  was  entitled  under  tbe  stat.  9. 
Aimif  c.  14,  to  the  estate,  or  at  least 
to  the  mortgage,  and  relief  founded 
on  that  dediar»tion.  A  detfnunrer  for 
want  of  oqaity  was  ovetiruled.  Ihid. 
15.  An  annuity  waa granted  to  A^^ 
in  eonaidefation  of  certain  serficea 
performed' ^by  him.  A*  asaigiiied  lAio 
•annuity  for  o  talOable  eonsideratioQ 
to^^«,'tbe  deed  of  assignment  oon- 
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tahin^  the  uraal  'power  of  attoraey 
to.eue  and  give  dischargesi  and  mhMi 
power  was  declared  to  be  irrevocable. 
M,  abortly  after  the  asiigatnent  quit- 
ted £7^tedL  3»  having  broagbt  an 
action  iii'  thenane  of  A.^  for  arreara 
of  the  anniiitf,  the  grantors  iBied 
ifaeirbill  >agallist  jf.-  md  B^^  to  v^ 
^atoiheprooeediiigt  at  law#  aUegiogi 

S'at  the  annoity  had  i>eeii  obtaMed^ 
n)ugh  fraud  and  misrepresentation, 
and  that  it  had  been  assigned  to  B, 
colourably,  and  without  consideration. 

A,  by  hia  answer  denied  all  know* 
ledge  of  the  alleged  fraud  or  misre^ 
presentation,  and  claimed  to  be  a 
nmrebaser  ibr  a  full  consi^ration* 
No  aaswer  being  put  in  by  A.^  who 
continued  abroad,  an  injunction  ob- 
tained by  the  plaintifl^  against  A.  and 

B,  was  dissolved  as  to  B,^  who  pro- 
ceeded to  trial  in  the  action  at  law 
opmmenced  by  him  in  the  name  of  ^* 
(the  plaintiff  in  equity  appearing  on 
such  trial),  and  recovered  a  verdict. 
The  plaintiffs  subsequently  moved 
for  an  attachment  against  the  solicitor 
of  ^.,  for  a  breach  of  the  injunction ; 
but  the  Court  refused  the  applteation. 
The  Imperial  Gas  Light  Company 
V.  Clarkct  5B0 

PRACTICE. 

.  1.  Where  affidavits  are  intended  to 
be  read  in  support  of  a  motion  made 
OB  notice,  the  general  rule  of  the 
Court  requires  that  notice  that  such 
affidavits  are  filed  and  are  intended 
to  be  read,  be  given  in  the  notice  of 
motion;  and,  unless  this  be  done,  the 
affidavits  cannot  be  read.  Bock  v. 
UneU,  268 

2.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to  affi- 
davits of  service  of  notices  of  motion. 

IbicL 

3.  On  a  reference  for  impertinence 
in  an  answer,  the  Master  reported  the 
answer  impertinent.  On  exceptions 
to  the  report^  the  Court  considered 
the  answer  not  impertinent,  and  al« 
lowed  the  exceptions,  and  referred  it   | 


port,  but  refiised  theooats:>-44Ar^  that 
the  Master's  subsequenti  nsport^  'that 
tli^  answer  was  notmpertinellt#«ll^i' 
t^  beconfiji^fied  by  aiKOtioii  4>a. notice; 
and  the  costs  of  the  applioaliOia  and 
of  the  referanoe  were  givieo'^q  ihe.de- 
fendamt  ot}.  siich  41  iQptioi^  .  Joi0»  ««. 
Gftei^  .        r  •       ^^^9; 

.  :4.  It  ;seeins, .  that,  m  tlu^.Cooct  ^t. 
C/ma^«i(^  4h?  Mf»tms  o«ly  o^l^fiea: 
on  a  reference  Ah:,  mfettmen/fdi  ited: 
the  certificate  i/9  cq^&irii^/Qki4a.«]Ma>>! 
tion  of  coursei:  bnti  iO[,tbia  Courts  thO' 
Master  makes  a  report,  .whiph  roK 
quijres  to  be  oonGyi^mad  by  aaaotioii  OQ: 
notice.  <    .  /6ML 

'  5.  A  commisaioa  to  .exiMHin^  wit- 
nesses was  issued  by  the  deftpndaat; 
the  plaintiff  joined  in  the  com^kission. 
and    named    commissioners.      The 
plaintiff  afterwards,    with    leave  of 
the  Court,  withdrew  his  repUcalioBf, 
and  amended  the  bill,  to  which  an  ao» 
Bwer  was  put  in,  and  a  replication 
filed  thereto,  and  then  the  oc^ooiia- 
sion   was  re-sealed: — Held,  .that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  issue  a  new  coia'^ 
mission;  and  that,  if  the  commissioik* 
ers  named  by  the  plaintiff  on  the 
first  issuing  of  the  commissioa  were 
now  unable  to  attend,  they  ought  to 
make  a  speciid  applicatioo*     And  a 
motion  by  tlie  plaintiff  to  discharge 
the  commission  for  irregularity,  waa . 
refused  with  costs.    Page  v.  Fl^kar^ 

6.  It  is  regular  for  defendants  to 
move  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 
prosecution,  notwitfastandtB^  the  daoth 
of  another  dafendaat;  the  oindtr  to 
dismiss,  in  thk  Court,  not  beiog^.aa  in 
the  Court  of  Chamcery^  absdote  in 
the  first  instance,  but  an  order  to  shew 
cause  only;  and  the  plaintiff  beii^ 
entitled  to  shew  as  special  cause  the 
death  of  the  defendant,  and  to  no* 
dertake  to  revive.  Dowbiggen.  v. 
Baumct  30Q 

7.  A  bill  was.  filed  for  di^covieij 
and  relief,  and  for  an  injunction  to 
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stay  protfe^ings  at  law ;  a  motion  by 
the  pkintiff  to  continue  an  injnnction 
granted  before  answer,  and  for  a  com- 
iniisionto  examke  witoesaes  in  aid 
of  the»  defence  at  law,  was  refused. 
Ohk/fiUi  ▼.  Ohauvet,  302 

•8.  Whtn  a  witness  demurs  to  any 
of  the  interrogatories  exhibited  fbr 
his  examination  in  this  Court,  an  or- 
der in  obtain^  for  one  of  tbe  clerks 
in  Ooort  net  towards  the  eause,  to 
l<yok  into  the  depositions,  and  ascer- 
tain if  tbe  Witness  has  demurred;  and, 
if  so,  to  deliver  out  the  demurrer. 
In  the  Court  of  Chancery  the  exami* 
ner  delmrs  the  demurrer  without  any 
order.    Potts  v.  Curtis^  S04 

9«  Before  decree  it  is  a  motion  of 
course  to  examine  a  co-defendant, 
saving  just  exceptions,  but  aAer  de- 
cree an  order  ibr  leave  to  examine  a 
defendant  as  a  witness  can  only  be 
obtained  upon  notice.  Hurd  v.  Pari* 
ingtont  907 

10.  The  plaintiff  in  an  original 
suit  does  not  waive  his  right  to  insist 
on  an  answer  from  the  defendant,  be- 
fore he  files  an  answer  to  a  cross  bill 
exhibited  by  that  defendant,  by  ob- 
taining the  usual  orders  for  time  to  an- 
swer the  cross  bill.  And  an  attach- 
ment issued  against  the  defendant  In 
across  suit  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, ibr  want  of  answer,  was  set 
aside;  and  a  given  time  allowed  to 
answer  the  cross  bill,  after  tbe  defen- 
dant in  the  original  suit  should  have 
answered.      v.  Soutkall, 

3S0 

11.  Where  a  witness  had  omitted 
to  answer  sdme  parts  of  the  interro- 
gatories exhibited  for  his  examina- 
tion, the  interrogatories  and  deposi- 
tions were  on  motion  referred  back  to 
the  examiner^     PMs  v.  Curtir^   549 

lit.  The  general  order  requiring  a 
petition  for  a  rehearing  to  be  presented 
within  six  months  ^om  the  decree, 
applies,  not  only  to  cases  in  which  the 
decree  is  final,  but  also  to  cases  in 


which  accounts  and  inquiries  are  di- 
rected.    Tontuendv.  Ckampenumnef 

IS.  In  this  Court  it  is  a  motion  of 
course  to  withdraw  a  voluntary  repli« 
cation;  but  a  motion  to  withdraw  a 
replication  iled  in  discharge  of  an  or- 
der to  dismiss'  the  bill  for  want  of 
proaecntion,  is  a  special  applicatiott 
requiring  notice.  ChmelHy.Ckatwetf 

14.  Where  an  injunction  obtained 
for  want  of  answer  is  dissolved  on  the 
merits,  and  the  bill  is  afterwards 
amended,  a  motion  for  an  injunction 
for  want  of  an  answer  to  tbe  amend- 
ed bill  is  a  special  application  require 
ing  notice,  notwithstanding  the  defen- 
dant may  be  in  contempt.  IbkL 

15.  According  to  the  practice  of 
this  Court,  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report  ought  to  be  filed  two  days  at 
least  before  the  day  appointed  for  the 
hearing  on  further  directions;  but, 
where  the  cause  was  not,  from  the 
pressure  of  other  business,  heard  on 
the  day  appointed,  and  before  the 
next  day  of  further  directions  excep- 
tions were  filed  to  the  report,  the' 
Court  allowed  the  exceptions  to  be 
argued.     Ptarse  w.  Edmead^^     S67' 

16.  The  Court,  upon  the  motion 
of  a  defendant,  supported  by  affida- 
vit, suggesting  that  the  bill  had  been 
filed  without  any  authority  from  the 
person  named  as  the  plaintiff,  such 
person  bdng  so  imbecile  as  to  be  una- 
ble to  give  any  authority,  and  that 
the  suit  was  instituted  for  litigious' 

'  purposes  in  the  name  of  the  plaintifl^ 
but  by  another  defendant  in  the  auit» 
referred  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
whether  any  authority  was  given  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
and  whether  the  institution  of  the 
suit  was  for  his  benefit,  and  whether 
it  was  fbr  his  advantage  that  the  same 
should  be  prosecuted.  On  the  Mas- 
ter's reporting  in  the  negative,  and 

I  that  the  bill  was  filed  under  the  au- 
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Urnniy^  omoC  the  >inli^n<Mifii  «be 
Comt  ordered  thebfll  to  be  takwoff 
the.  file*  nod  the  easts  of  the  other 
dt&DdenlBito  be'psii  by  the  defen* 
dmHt.  wfaoi  had   iastituted  the  sut^ 

.  18«.  Th6)^QtiA(>0DpiropvitteTeo« 
tOEeymrccviaiii  tithe  onses  weiesl^ 
hmcd  to  witfadasv  rtpUoatieh  end 
amaid  their  bills  by  inkiDg  oertain 
laertgagees  of  the  share  of  one  of  the 
plaintiffii  {Murtiea,  on  pajrneiit  of  20«« 
eastaJa  each  eatiae*    Swuih  v*  Jack-* 
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See  AvrmATiY^-BviMim, 
FtkowiftTto's  Bt  DsaDS'AKD  Papers, 
h  ^f  S — SoEieiTom,  18— Vbkdor  akd 


POBtlONIST. 
See  TrrBits/5. 

PRESUMPTION. 
.. ,,;      .     'Titbit  •. 
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PIUBVIOUS  ORDER.     ^ 

See  BxccmoKt. 

PfeWGlPAl  AND  AGENT. 
See  AeREEMENT. 


'  / 


;  PRINCIPAL.  AND  SURETY. 

See  P£BA  AHS  PuMsuriK 

mODUCTlON  OF  DEEDS  AND 
PAPERlS. 

See  Practice. 
<  1.  C^ses  and  statements  for  the 
o^rinion  of  coonsel,  admitted  by  the 
answer  of  tbe  defendant  to  be  in  bis 
custody*  possession,  or  power,  order- 
ed to  be  prodoced  for  the  usual  pur- 
poses. DUt  it  would  seem  tliat,  for 
the  future,  cases  laid  before  couns^ 
fn  the  progress  of  the  cause,  or  pre- 
pared in  contemplation  of  or  with  re- 
ftr^nce  to  the  cause,  wfll  not  be  or- 


dered  ta  be  froducedfor  the  p«r« 
ppsea  qf  the  eaose.  iViMffda  ▼.  Ber^- 
re^ofdf  •  '9>Vt' 

t.  Tithe  eoUeetors'lbookaadniktei 
b^  the  aoatrer  eS  th^teecor  to  brla' 
hni  posasftsbn  or  pOfweT)  and  «o  relate ' 
to  the  mattem  hi  the  bill  mentioned, 
but  which,  a^^bp  '^t^  if guld  not  in 
any  manner  assist  or  ipa&e  out  the 
plaintiff *s  Qsse,  ordered  on  motion  to 
be  prodiice4  for.  th^  i^ual  pnrpoeea. 


3.  Though  a  defiitidai^  in  a  sail 
is  not  compellable  to  produce  letters, 
and  copies  of  ieiters,  between  himself 
and  his  soliciMn;  /lub^eqa^tly  to  the 
institution  of  the  suit,  and  in  rehtioo 
thereto,  fs^  idiere,tben9iireAiiorede- 
fendants  than  one,  they  are  boimd  to 
produce  letters,  and  copies  of  letters, 
which  have pai^bifwom  them  with 
respect  tq  tl^ejr  c^^^qc^  of  t^/aoit. 
Wkiibread  Y.  Ovrney,  541 
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PUBI.ICATIO)L 
See  ¥%ktTU». 
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RECfTOR. 

See  Mopps» 

JJlEVpi(]aQNA|LxijiTBR»OT^ 

.  >K  Bin  tQ)oooi|>el.iiih>tilsiisfbr  of 
eertatn^  stocky  the  reversionavy  iater^ 
est  iawliidiiihadt  hem^BmoMy^pea^ 
chased  by  i  the  plflan|ifi!pandi'iMid  mom 
become  veakdiinj^ossssstbiVt  ^ 'TUe 
transfer  was  i^esisted.  ^y  the  vrador, 
and  ihe  tniste^  of  Ae  s^ttMotletic  lan- 
der which  I  he  clhimed,  on  two  grounds 
'^firstt  fraud  or  undue  advantage — 
and,  secondly^  faiadeqiiacy  of  the  consi- 
deration. The  fimt  .mound  wholly 
failed  in  evidence.  On  the  second 
point,  the  effect  of!  the  evidence  was, 
that  the  price  given  was  sufficient. 


.  ,  .  |iHTBR&  -■.■    . 

acBwding  t»  ilw,  oitfsiwt  «f  atwtios- 
ettf,\and  penCHKO-  ihM  dewnptmi, 
bnt  iru  ^Mut  two  thitda  of  diovac 
lu,[  odcidal^  ^j  wtmriet  from  jdie 
tMM-.f^HM,  iimttlm-iwaiUmmsy  oS 
tin  oonwdenuioB  wa*  oM  aaSoantl^ 
pWVMl;     i'dUf  V.  Cwiu»  fi48 

ftE-HEARING. 

See  P&AcncB,  12, 

RIEPLICATION. 

St»  PUMTICK. 

REVIVOR, 
tftt  Pbactkb. 

^  BULfiSOPOOURT. 

See  OU)Eu. 
SIMONYv     ■ 

■  '    SiwPtEA  AMD  PCBAniiro,  8. 

SOLICITOR. 

1.  Hie  toStatoT  is  hot  ilEprtved'of 
hii  liea  on  the  funds  tn  Court  for  hi 


■e,  by  having  issued 
igilnst  lUs  alJent,  snd 


an  attschuetiti  sj 

imitted  hioi 

It  of  his  bill,  but  the  costs  Which 
he  may  receiv*,^  the  Cfiuse  are  lo  be 
taken  in  discharge  of  the  attachment 
pro  lattto.     Daeiet  \.  Both,  358 

S.  A  solicitor  dtily  admitted  and 
inrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
may  practne  as  a  solicilor  on  the 
equity  side  of  this  Court,  and  recorer 
bis  costs  as  BHcb  soUcitor,  ndtboot 
bfing  admitted  and  inralled  as  a. soli- 
citor DB  the  equltv  aide  of  the  Court. 
^OorneyGemral,  v.  MMm,         567 

Si^ECIFlC  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Vbhsml  and  Pokghasik. 

.    TXRRIER. 
■  '    ■    ■  SMTnun.        ■■■     ■ 

TITHE&. 

'I.'  A  vicar,  naaUe  to  prctduce  an 


byssMBdwy  e«id«Dca ;  and  if  that  u- 
tartlaty  rytdeBee  funiibes.  a -ground 
for  uillenii^:  that  the  mbaing  eodow^ 
moat  GoatuDcd  a  gift  to  the  vicar  of 
all  small  tithes,  there  are  aufaoritiea 
for  daaraeing  Is  bim,  net. only  the 
titbeeisltiab  have  actiiallybeeB  waswr- 
ed  by  tarn,  but  all  alber  tithes  of  thai 
daa%  either  ncgbeted  or  of  madera 
inlrodottioB.  Tbe  oaseain  wfaiohlb* 
ia&rense  baa  beea  madaf  ham  be«, 
generallyreaaei  m  lAsck  tbe  viearhM 
rKCind  tbe  whole  small  tithes  aetMl- 
ly  lendared,  and  in  wbieh  it  don  not 
appear  thatany  other  peraea  bad  re* 
ceived  any  thfaea  of  (bat  class.  StA 
a  us^e  luie  been  snppqsed  to  wanant 
ihe  presnmptioD  that  the  endowment 
bestowed  upoa  d)«,wcar^  small  ti- 
thes, in  general  wordu  Maifr  v. 
Fktehtr,  -  %s 

*,  The  jniattion  of  tbe  EcdesisB- 
tieal  Suiv^  waa  to  ascertain  the  va- 
lue ^id  amount  of  the  Kving,  the  par- 
tioakr    seurom'  from    whence    that 
amwmt  came  being  but  a  secondary 
ol^ect;  and  tbe  eapressioos  therefore 
upon  the  latter  point  are  equivocal, 
and  capable  of  receiving  any  construe^ 
tion,|$e«>  ooqteBipoi)anep|Uf  anl  pol- 
lateral  documents  and  u&age.     And, 
therefore,    where    tbe   Eccleaiaatical 
Survey,    after    enumerating    certain 
tithes,  stated  the  ^carage  «>  be  worth 
a  specified  waaa  •  ia  deoinit  suMiiit  e% 
aHatiombui;  but  collaterid  doeumeMe 
and  uaageshews^  that  tbavicaf  had 
,  but  only 
s,  and  the 
ecefvedby 
Ibe  Court 
intitled  to 
y  10  CuB- 
h      Ibid. 
parish  ap- 
t,  to  have 
>f  the  lei* 
y  the  Stat. 
I  w  trace  of 

I  'ant  in  the 
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7  Edw.  6,  the  king  granted  to  certain 
persons  the  tithes  of  sheaves  and 
hay,  and  all  other  tithes  yearly  aris- 
ing in  the  parish,  (the  word  rectory 
or  advowson  not  occurring  in  the 
grant),  and  the  title  under  that  grant 
was  traced  down  to  the  present  time: 
— Heldf  that,  though  the  rectory  was 
not,  eo  nomine^  included  in  the  origin- 
al grant,  yet  that,  as  the  grant  com- 
prised the  whole  tithes  of  every  de- 
scription appurtenant  to  the  benefice, 
and  the  benefice  consisted  of  the 
tithes  only,  there  being  no  vicarage, 
nor  curacy,  nor  any  right  of  presenta- 
tion or  advowson,  the  rectory  was,  in 
fact,  included  in  the  grant.  And  a 
claim  of  exemption  from  small  tithes, 
on  the  ground  of  constant  non-pay- 
ment for  upwards  of  a  century,  but 
unsupported  by  any  evidence  of  title 
in  any  other  person,  or  any  evidence 
to  raise  a  presumption  of  such  a  title, 
was  considered  to  amount  to  a  de- 
fence purely  in  non  decimandot  and  an 
account  was  decreed  of  all  tithes, 
great  and  small.  Fairfax  v.  Holds" 
Hforthf  79 

4.  Where  a  defendant  all^^ed  a 
general  exemption  from  tithes  of  the 
fiirm  in  his  occupation,  and  it  appear- 
ed, from  an  entry  in  an  antient  terrier, 
that  the  farm  in  question  did  not  then 
pay  any  tithes;  and  a  similar  entry, 
was  contained  in  all  the  subsequent 
terriers  for  upwards  of  a  century;  and 
there  was  no  evidence  that  any  tithes 
had  been  pud  for  the  fiirm,  but  some 
parol  evidence  that  it  was  considered 
tithe  free:  it  appearing  to  the  Court 
that  there  was  no  reasonable  ground  to 
suppose  that  the  tithes  of  the  farms 
in  question  had  not  been  included  in 
the  original  grant  from  the  Crown — 
the  Court  declined  to  decree  an  ac- 
count of  tithes  without  an  issue.   Ibid, 

6,  A  usage  to  pay  to  the  rector  of 
the  parish  one  twentieth  only,  instead 
of  the  tenth,  of  the  titheable  matters 
of  lands  in  an  extensive  manor,  prov- 
ed to  be  of  very  great  antiquity,  and 


supported  by  evidence  that  the  ma- 
nor, though  in  modem  times  reputed 
to  be  within  the  parish  and  rectory, 
was  antiently  a  parish  of  itself,  was 
held  to  be  a  void  usage,  no  evidence 
being  adduced  of  iu  having  had  any 
legal  oriffin. — Heldg  also,  that  it  was 
impossible  to  treat  the  rector  as  a 
portionist,  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  his 
common  law  right,  and  impose  on 
him  the  burden  of  proof  required  from 
a  portionist;  and  that,  it  being  clear 
that  the  manor  (whatever  might  have 
been  the  case  formerly)  was  at  the 
present  tine  within  the  parish  and 
rectory,  the  legal  union  of  the  manor 
to  the  rectory  would  clothe  the  rector 
with  the  common  law  right  to  the 
tithes  of  the  district  so  lewdly  united 
to  the  parish.     Kensington  v.  Pngh^ 

125 
G.  Where  an  oidowment  gave  to 
the  vicar  the  tithes  of  flax  and  hemp, 
mills,  dairies,  calves  and  colts,  pigs 
and  kids,  geese,  hens,  eggs,  bees,  and 
gardens,  and  other  small  matters,  be* 
longing  to  the  altarage  of  tlie  church 
and  chapel: — Held^  there  being  no 
usage  to  the  contrary,  that  these 
words  would  carry  all  small  tithes. 
Gibson  v.  Peacock,  184 

7.  Terriers,  in  stating  the  rights  of 
the  vicar,  contained  the  following  en- 
try, **  Item,  small  tithes,  as,   kemp^ 

flax,  geese,  and  ducks: — Held,  that 
tliey  afforded  strong  evidence  that  the 
endowment  carried  all  small  tithes, 
and  that  the  true  construction  of  the 
terriers  was,  that  it  was  intended  by 
them  to  state  that  the  vicar  was  en- 
titled to  small  tithes,  as,  for  example, 
hemp,  flax,  geese,  and  ducks.      Ibid* 

8.  In  a  suit  for  tithes,  the  plaintiff* 
obtained  a  decree,  with  costs,  for 
part  of  his  demand.  As  to  the  re- 
mainder, issues  were  directed,  which 
issues  were  afterwards  found  for  the 
defendants.  The  Court  stayed  the 
payment  of  the  costs  decreed  to  the 
plaintiff*,  in  order  that  the  defendants 
might  have  an  opportunity  to  set  off. 
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tITHEB. 
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as  against  those  immu,  the  <iost8  of  the 

i)»8iie8.     Tayh>r  r,  Cookf  ^1 

.9.    Where  the  oecnpiet  of  hmdfe, 

lihortly  before  the  lambing  teasbm, 

"Miiierved'his  e#^  tc^ltart  6f  hib  fann 

in  anotheif  parish,  whieh  he  dce«pied 

ttdie  free;    i^nd,  shortly    afler  the 

lambitig^  season,  remoTied  bade  the 

^ewes  #ith  their  kmbs  to  that  pert  df 

'  Ms  Aurm  on  u^^icb  they  had  previous* 

fy  been  depasttttied,  where  soch  as 

^If^ed  rietnained  until  the  nejtt  shearing 

•tittle,  and  then  rendered  tithe  of  wool 

to  ^e  vicar,  tbere  being  no  direet 

e^idencte  of  the  reino^l  being  ftaud- 

ulem,  and  sdiM  evidencre  that  the 

kind  to  whieh  the  ew^s  were  rembt^ 

to  dfrop  their  kmbs  #as  the  most 

eoimrenient  for  the  purpose  :--«lf«M, 

that  the  vicar  was  not  entitled  to  the 

tithes  of  the  lambs,  and  that  he  was 

not  entitled  to  die  tithe  of  agistment 

of  the  ewes  from  th^  time  of  their 

hnt  shearing  down  to  their  removal 

to  drop  their  lambs;    but  that  die 

tithe  of  wool  at  the  next  shearing  was 

the  whole  that  the  vicar  was  entitled 

lo.     Scott  V.  Smelt,  956 

10.  To  a  viear's  bill  for  tithes  ex- 
cept of  coin  and  grain,  the  defendants 
pleaded  a  modus  as  eovering  all  tithes 
payaMe  td  the  vicar.  No  endowment 
was  produced,  nor  was  there  any  ad- 
Unis^ion  or  evidence  of  the  tithes  to 
Which  the  vicar  was  entitled;  an  is- 
tue  was  directed  to  try  the  modus, 
which  issue  was  found  in  fkvour  of  the 
vicar.     On  the  further  hearing  on  the 

SMea,  the  Court  referred  it  to  the 
aSler  to  inquire  to  what  tithes  the 
vioar  was  entitled.  Strm^g  v.Dei^- 
jfrW,  479 

11.  A-  vicarage  being  under  se- 
questration for  debt,  the  occupiers 
paid  their  tithes  and  certain  alleged 
moduses  to  the  i^nestrator: — Htid, 
that  the  vicar  might,  notwithstand- 
ing, file  his  bill  against  the  occupiers 
for  an  account  and  satisfaction  of 
their  tithes,  without- making  the  se- 
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questrator  a  co-plntaft^,  though  no 
fraud  or  collusion  between  the  occu- 
piers ahd  the  sequestrator  was  alleged. 
fFarrinsion  v.  Sadleti  2SS 

12b  A  ti^Whship  modud  of  61,  was 
pleaded,  and  Wks  supported  by  sfeVe- 
rid  terriers,  and  by  a  great  deal  of 
parol  evidence;  biit,  ib  an  easier  ter- 
ri^,  the  modUs  Wtes  stated  tobe  6^.  Olr. 
M.,  froth,  which  it  was  contended 
that  the  innnemoriality  of  the  pay«> 
inent  was  disproved  t^-^the  CdUrt  hdd 
that  AiB  terrier  albn^  Was  not  sufB* 
cient,  as  oppose  t6  the  bther  evi- 
dence, tb  defeat  the  modus;  iemd  that 
the  additional  4d,  might  either  have 
been  introduced  into  die  terrier  by 
mistake,  or  might  have  been  a  small 
fee  for  the  collection.  Ibid. 

13.  Tares  and  other  anrtificial 
grasses,  cut  green,  and  given  to  hus- 
bandry horses  used  in  the  culdvation 
of  the  farm,  are  not  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  tithes,  where  there  is  no  suf- 
ficient sustenance  of  any  other  des- 
cription for  the  horses  on  the  farm. 
And  whether  there  was  or  was  not 
Sufficient  sustenance,  is  a  quesdon  of 
fact,  and  the  subject  of  inquiry  be- 
fore the  Master.  Austin  v.  Alien^  5%5 

14.  The  dthe  of  tares,  clover,  and 
other  artificial  grasses,  cut  green,  and 
consumed  by  husbandry  horses,  is  in 
the  nature  of  an  agistment  tith^;  and 
is  not  agistment  tithe,  following  all 
the  circumstances  of  agistment  tithe. 

Ibid. 
14.  Where  a  farm  was  situate  iki 
two  parishes,  and  tares  and  other  ar- 
tificial grasses  Were  cut  green  in  one 
pari^,  and  carried  to  the  farm  build- 
ings, which  were  situate  in  the  other 
parish,  and  there  given  to  husbandry 
horses  used  in  the  cultivation  of  the 
whole  farm;  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  whether  the  pro- 
portion of  the  produce  of  the  lands 
consumed  by  the  horses,  was  in  pro- 
portion to  the  latiour  of  the  horses 
employed  m  each  parish.  Ibid, 
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.   15.  Where  a  miller  grinds  his  own 
corn  at  his  mill,  and  afterwards  sells  the 
flour,  he  is  not  liahle  to  the  payment 
of  tithes  of  his  mill,  in  respect  of 
that  corn.   Atutiny^Elphimtone,  596 
16.  Bill  hy  the  purchaser,  at  an 
auction,   of  tithes    for    three  years, 
against  an  occupier,  for  an  account 
and  satisfaction.      It  was  objected, 
hat,  tithes  lying  in  grant,  the  plain- 
iff,  as  a  lessee  by  parol,  could  not 
laintain  the  suit;  but  the  tithe  own- 
rs  having  been  originally  made  de- 
endants  to  the  suit,  and  on  their  dis- 
claimer dismissed,  the  Court  supportr 
'd  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  decreed  an 
iccount.     Williams  v.  Jones,       252 

TRUSTEE. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  1 1 . 

USURY. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading. 

* 

VEGETABLES. 

See  Modus. 
Tithes. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  the  specific  per<- 
brmance  of  an  agreement  to  accept  a 
ease,  the  Court,  considering  the  de- 
fendant (the  intended  lessee)  by  his 
conduct  to  have  waived  all  objections 
o  the  vendor's  title,  decreed  a  specific 
lerformance  of  the  agreement;  and 
eferred  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  the 
ease.  In  settling  the  lease,  it  be- 
ame  necessary,  for  identifying  the 
iremises,  to  produce  before  the  Mas- 
er  the  original  lease  under  which  the 
>laintiff  was  entitled  to  the  property, 
nd  from  which  lease  it  appeared  that 
he  property  in  question  was  held, 
/ith  other  property,  at  one  entire 
ent,  and  under  some  special  coven- 
nts,  no  provision  with  respect  to 
'hich  was  made  in  the  agreement  be- 


tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant. 
On  the  hearing,  for  further  direc- 
tions, these  facts  being  brought  be* 
fore  the  Court  in  the  shape  of  excep- 
tions to  the  report — it  was  held,  that, 
though  the  defendant  had,  by  his  con- 
duct, waiyed  his  right  to  the  produc- 
tion of  the  lessor's  title,  yet,  as,  in  the 
course  of  the  proceedings,  it  had  be- 
come necessary  to  produce  that  title, 
and  that  production  shewed  that  a 
sufficient  lease  could  not  be  made  to 
the  defendant  according  to  the  agree- 
ment, the  Court  would  not  enforce  a 
specific  performance ;  and  the  bill  was 
dismissed,  but  without  costs.  War-' 
ren  v.  Richardson,  1 

2,  By  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
an  estate,  the  purchaser  was  to  pay 
part  of  his  purchase-money  on  the 
k4th  December  then  next,  when  the 
conveyance  was  to  be  executed,  and 
the  residue  was  to  be  secured  by  a 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  payable  at 
not  less  than  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  the  conveyance.  The  pur- 
chaser entered  into  possession  imme- 
diately after  the  execution  of  the 
agreement,  but,  on  some  objections  to 
the  title,  refused  to  pay  his  purchase- 
money.  A  bill  was  filed  by  the  ven- 
dor for  the  specific  performance  of 
the  contract,  and,  more  than  twelve 
months  having  elapsed  from  the  time 
when  the  conveyance  ought  to  have 
been  executed,  the  defendant  was  on 
motion  ordered  to  pay  the  purchase- 
money  into  Court.  Younge  v.  Dun-' 
combe,  275 

4.  A  person  having  contracted  for  the 
purchase  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  in 
possession,  free  from  incumbrances, 
died  intestate  before  the  completion 
of  the  contract :  it  subsequently  apr- 
peared  that  a  good  title  in  possession 
could  not  be  made  in  consequence  of 
an  outstanding  lease  for  the  life  of  a 
person,  at  a  low  rent :  a  bill  was  filed 
by  the  heir-at-law  of  the  purchaser  for 
a  specific  performance  of  the  contract, 
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with  an  abatement  from  the  purchase- 
money  as  a  compensation  for  the  lease 
for  life ;  and  seeking  to  have  the  pur- 
chase-money paid  out  of  the  personal 
assets  of  the  purchaser:— /fe/(^,  that 
the  purchaser  could  not  have  been 
compeUed  to  perform  the  contract, 
and  that  the  hehr  was  not  entitled  to 
have  it  completed  for  his  benefit. 
ColUer  v.  Jenkins^  £95 

6.  Specific  performance  of  a  parol 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  an  estate, 
proved  by  one  witness,  confirmed  by 
part  performance,  by  taking  posses- 
sion, and  acts  of  ownership,  refused; 
there  being  some  inconsistencies  in 
the  testimony  of  the  witness,  which, 
with  other  circumstances,  placed  the 
terms  of  the  contract  in  doubt.  Rey^ 
nolds  V.  Waring,  346 

6.  On  a  sale  by  auction  of  a  life-in- 
terest in  certain  funds,  the  life  was  de- 
scribed in  the  particulars  of  sale  to  be 
that  of  a  very  healthy  gentleman, 
aged  forty-eight.  In  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  particulars,  the  life  was  de- 
scribed as  that  of  a  healthy  gentle- 
roan,  aged  forty-eight,  whose  life  was 
insurable.  At  the  sale,  an  insurance 
was  guaranteed  at  five  guineas  per 
cent.  On  a  bill  by  the  vendors  for  a 
specific  performance  of  the  contract, 
it  was  proved,  that,  shortly  before  the 
sale,  the  vendors  had  insured  the  life 
at  a  premium  of  4L  lis,  lOd,  per 
cent,,  though,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence of  the  actuary  of  the  office 
where  the  life  was  so  insured,  the 
highest  rate  per  cent,  charged  in  Z  on - 
don  for  a  healthy  life  of  that  age  was 
4/.  6s, : — Held,  that,  with  the  know- 
ledge of  this  fact,  the  vendors  were 
not  justified  in  describing  the  life  as  a 
healthy  life;  and  that  the  guarantee 
did  not  do  away  with  the  effect  of 
this  description,  though  the  purchaser 
admitted  be  knew  five  guineas  to  be 
more  than  the  premium  usually  charg- 
ed. And  the  bill  was  dismissed  with 
costs.     Brealey  V.Collins,  317 


VICAR. 
See  Modus. 
Tithes. 

WAGER. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading.  13, 14.    ' 

WELSH  MORTGAGE. 

A,  being  entitled  in  fee  to  a  free- 
hold estate  in  remainder  expectant  on 
the  decease  of  B.,  demised  his  inter- 
est to  C,  for  a  term  of  500  vears, 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  redem^/tioiii 
on  payment  of  the  sum  of  1000/. 
and  interest,  without  any  time  being 
fixed  by  the  proviso  for  payment  of 
the  money :  the  deed  contained  a  co- 
venant by  A.  for  payment  of  the  mo- 
ney on  demand,  and  also  a  covenant 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  B,  to  en- 
ter into  the  property,  and  to  hold  and 
enjoy  the  same,  until  the  payment  of 
the  principal  money  and  interest: — 
Held,  that  the  mortgage  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  Welsh  mortgage,  and  a 
bill  of  foreclosure,  filed  by  B,  against 
a  person  to  whom  A.  had  conveyed 
his  reversionary  interest,  was  dismiss- 
ed, but  without  costs.  Teuton  v. 
Curtis,  610 

WILL. 

1 .  A  testatrix  by  her  will  bequeathed 
funded  property  sufficient  to  pay  an 
annuity  of  50/.  to  A,  for  life,  and,  af- 
ter A,*s  death,  she  bequeathed  the 
fund  to  other  persons.  And,  after 
giving  various  pecuniary  legacies,  she 
bequeathed  to  B,  the  whole  of  the  re- 
mainder of  her  (the  testatrix's)  divi- 
dends, during  her  life;  and  after  B.'s 
decease,  she  bequeathed  1 000/.  stock 
to  C,  and  other  sums  of  stock  to 
other  persons.  The  tesiatrix  died 
shortly  after  the  date  of  her  will,  en- 
titled to  606/.  Long  Annuities,  but  to 
no  other  stock: — Held,  that  the  be- 
quest to  B.  during  her  life,  of  the 
whole  of  the  remainder  ol'  the  divi- 
dends of  the  testatrix  was  specific, 
and  that  C,  and  the  other  legatees  in 
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remainder  after  B.'s  deaths  were  not 
entitled  to  have  the  Long  Annuities 
converted  into  Bank  Annuities; 
though,  being  a  decreasing  fund,  the 
legacies  might  altogether  fail.  Vm- 
cent  V.  Newcombe,  599 

2.  ^.  by  his  will  bequeathed  a  sum 
of  stock  in  certain  events  to  his 
grandchildren,  being  children  of  his 
sons  William  and  t/oAn,  whether  born 
in  wedlock  or  not.  And  after  cer- 
tain specific  bequests,  he  gave  the  re- 
sidue of  his  personal  estate  to  his  sons 
fVilUam  and  John,  as  tenants  in  com« 
mon ;  but,  if  either  of  them  should  die 
in  his  (the  testator's)  life*time,  the 
moiety  of  such  dectosed  son  should 
go  to  his  children ;  but,  if  both  his 
sons  should  die  in  his  life-time,  then 
he  gave  such  residue  to  and  among 
all  their  children,  aa  tenants  in  com- 
mon. The  testator's  two  sons  died 
in  his  life-time,  one  leaving  legitimate 
and  illegitimate  chfldren,  the  other  il- 
legitimate children  only: — Held,  that 
the  legithnate  children  of  the  son  hav- 
ing both  descriptions  of  children,  and 
the  illegitimate  children  of  the  other 
son,  took  the  residue;  and  that  the  il- 
legitimate children  of  the  first-men- 
tioned son  took  no  interest.  Fraser 
V.  PigoH,  354 

3.  A  gift  by  will  by  a  husband  to 
his  wife  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit, 


is  equivalent  to  a  gift  for  her  sepa* 

rate  use.     v.  Lyne,  5S2 

4.  A  testatrix  bequeathed  die  sum 
of  1  OOl.,  to  be  put  out  on  good  se- 
curity by  her  executors  thereinafter 
to  be  nominated,  and  the  interest  to 
be  annually  paid  by  her  executors  to 

A,  j9.,  of  fr.f  and  his  successors,  so 
long  as  he  the  said  A.  B,  and  his  suc- 
cessors should  teach  in  the  said-town 

'  of  fV.  the  gospel  of  Chr»t»  under  the 
name  of  orthodoxy.  The  evidence 
shewed  that  A.  B.,  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testatrix,  preached  to  a  congre- 
in  W.,  of  calvinists,  or,  as  they  cidled 
themselves,  orthodox  independents: 
— Held,  that  the  minister  for  the  time 
being  of  the  cong^regation  at  which  A, 

B,  preadied  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, was  entitled,  so  long  as  he 
preached  the  doctrines  preached  by 
A,  B,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix, 
to  the  interest  of  the  l^acy.  Atlor- 
ney  General  v.  MolUmd,  660 


WITNESS. 

See    CouiiissioN  to  bxamiiib  wit- 
nesses. 

EviDEMCE* 

Practice. 

WOOL. 
See  Tithes. 
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